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This study examines the impact of globalization on the linguistic 
market in the Philippine tourism industry, and how it reconfigures and 
rearranges structures of inequality and possibilities of mobility. With the 
primary assumption that language is a site of and a resource for semiotic 
contestations of social structures, the study analyzes how the various linguistic 
ideologies and performances of tour guides strategically negotiate their social 
position in a super-diverse tourism industry. 
 Using the lens of ethnography, the study identifies various ways of 
how globalization reconfigures tourist destinations as super-diverse 
communities. These can be seen in the policies of the national government, the 
global and local semiotic constructions of tourist destinations as globalized 
spaces, and the diverse backgrounds and experiences that result in the 
truncated repertoires of the tour guides. These reconfigurations result in new 
forms of inequality and mobility. 
The tour guides in this study reveal multiple ways of re-scaling and re-
appropriating linguistic resources in order to challenge the inequality of the 
world system. By focusing on  the voices of the tour guides, the study argues 
that their individual attempts at mobility should be viewed as legitimate ways 
of reconfiguring the polycentric linguistic market in the tourism industry.  
The study emphasizes the need to further highlight the role of the 
individual in the assessment of the different trajectories that the linguistic 
market may take, and hopes to contribute to the ongoing academic 
conversations on the sociolinguistics of globalization.  
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Language and Globalization in the   
Philippine Tourism Industry  
 
This study examines the impact of globalization on the linguistic 
market in the Philippine tourism industry, and how it reconfigures and 
rearranges structures of inequality and possibilities of mobility. It analyses 
how tour guides use various linguistic ideologies and performances in order to 
strategically negotiate their social position in the Philippine tourism industry. 
 Globalization is about the movement of people and resources across 
different spatial and temporal scales. While it is not an entirely new 
phenomenon, the new political, economic, and cultural reconfigurations of the 
structures of societies that it creates can be considered new. The challenge for 
sociolinguistics is to take these changes into account, and develop a critical 
inquiry of how globalization affects people and their ideologies and use of 
language, and to also identify how these are situated in the world system. 
 Tourism is one of the industries most affected by globalization—it can 
be considered a “global cultural industry” (Thurlow and Jaworski, 2010, p. 5) 
and “one of the greatest population movements of all time” (Bruner, 2005, 
quoted in Thurlow and Jaworski, 2010, p. 1).
1
 Because tourism involves 
transience and temporariness, the movements that take place because of the 
1
 The United Nations World Tourism Organization reports that international 
arrivals reached 1.035 billion, the first time in history that international tourist 
arrivals exceeded 1 billion (UNWTO Tourism Highlights, 2013). This is 
significantly higher than the 25.3 million international tourist arrivals recorded 
in 1950 (Facts and Figures. Information, analysis and know-how, 2006). In a 




industry are also even faster and pervasive. Mobility, the defining feature of 
globalization, clearly takes place in tourism.  
The economic and cultural implications of tourism are massive, and 
are usually latticed with each other. The geopolitical and geocultural aspects 
of globalization (Blommaert, 2010) are both encompassed in tourism. For 
example, Republic Act No. 9593 of the Republic of the Philippines, also 
known as The Tourism Act of 2009, emphasizes both economic and cultural 
aspects of tourism. It states:  
“The State declares tourism as an indispensable element of the 
national economy and an industry of national interest and 
importance, which must be harnessed as an engine of socio-
economic growth and cultural affirmation to generate 
investment, foreign exchange and employment, and to continue 
to mold an enhanced sense of national pride for all Filipinos” 
(emphasis mine). 
 
The Philippines is currently revitalizing its tourism industry in order to 
achieve socio-economic growth in preparation for the commencement of the 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Economic Community 
(AEC) in 2015. While the regionalization of ASEAN presents many 
opportunities for its constituent countries to cooperate with one another, it 
presents even more opportunities to compete against one another. In January 
2012, the Department of Tourism (DOT) of the Philippines launched its new 
tourism campaign, “It’s More Fun in the Philippines,”2 which aims to use 
tourism as one of the competitive advantages of the country. This campaign 
2
 The DOT simultaneously launched a domestic campaign, “#1forfun” (read as 
“Number One for Fun). It was conceived as a campaign that would easily go 
viral online: the hash in front of the slogan is relevant online because it is used 
by websites like Twitter and Facebook to determine their trending topics. 
However, this campaign was taken down because the DOT thought that it will 
be confusing to have two separate slogans for international and local tourists.   
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significantly departs from the previous campaign, “Wow Philippines: More 
Than The Usual” by replacing “abstract, almost meaningless adjectives” with 
a simple yet straightforward word, “fun” (D. Enerio, interview, August 24, 
2012). The goal of the campaign is to put the focus of tourism back on the 
people who will make it possible and sustainable in the long run—the Filipino 
people. As Enerio articulates: 
“Sure, we can use it [tourist destinations], we can advertise it, 
we can promote destinations, we can also promote different 
opportunities for investment… for business… but in the end, 
it’s the people that would make it work. We go back to the core 
belief that it’s the Filipino that would make the fun experience 
for foreigners. So it’s not just a campaign to tell the people 
what kind of fun people we are—it’s also a campaign 
domestically to tell the Filipinos, “well, then now, if you really 
think you’re fun, then you should walk the talk.” It’s a 
challenge to you and me to make sure that every visitor who 
comes enjoys themselves. So now, you become a part of the 
product, you become a part of the offering, right? I mean, a 
beach is still a beach anywhere you go, but the Filipino will 
make it fun.”  
 
This campaign clearly emphasizes the human experience of tourism. It 
extends the visual and sensory nature of the “tourist gaze,” or the collection of 
normative and social expectations of tourists when they take part in the 
activity of tourism (Urry, 2002), by highlighting the importance of human 
interaction in the appreciation of tourist destinations.  
 Tour guides are one of the most important factors in the shaping of the 
human experience of tourism. They serve as primary mediators between the 
global and the local, and function as a bridge that connects the tourist to the 
destination. Their presence in every tourist destination makes the tour appeal 
to the personal and emotional level of the tourists. Because of this, they are 
positioned in the middle of the globalizing tourism industry. Even though 
globalization also entails the rapid increase of substitutes for tour guides, like 
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online websites (e.g. Tripadvisor), travel books (e.g. Lonely Planet), and 
crowdsourced forums among tourists, tour guides remain an essential part of 
the tourist activity. As Thurlow and Jaworski (2010) argue: 
“it is at the level of the interpersonal, everyday exchange of 
meaning where the global and the local interface are negotiated 
and resolved, be it through processes of cultural absorption, 
appropriation, recognition, acceptance, or resistance” (p. 9).  
 
Hence, this study is based on the assumption that tour guides remain 
an important part of the tourism industry, and that they are crucial to the study 
of the sociolinguistics of globalization.  
Three Major Assumptions 
 This study is based on three major assumptions. The first is that 
tourism is a semiotic site of inequality. As an industry that belongs to the 
ethnoscape of globalization (Appadurai, 1996), tourism is full of semiotic 
resources that can be used to index many functions and aspects of 
globalization. Tourism is full of linguistic and visual materials, or what is 
normally referred to in language studies as “multimodal” (Kress and Van 
Leeuwen, 1996; 2001), which attach human experience to the tourist activity. 
Meanings and value of tourism are indexically constructed by semiotic 
resources (Thurlow and Jaworski, 2010; 2003; Thurlow and Aiello, 2007). 
These semiotic resources, including linguistic repertoires, are distributed 
unevenly (Blommaert, 2010; Heller, 2003) in the tourism industry, and this 
reinforces the inequality of the world system. This inequality can be seen in 
many levels and scales, and should be investigated as they become contested.  
 The second assumption is that linguistic repertoires are commodifiable 
resources, which can be used by individuals such as tour guides to negotiate a 
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strategic position for themselves in the unequal tourism industry. Language is 
a site of and a resource for semiotic contestations of social structures (Heller, 
2001; Hymes, 1995).  Given that in the context of globalization, language and 
other resources become “necessarily mixed, hybrid, local as well as 
delocalized (or delocalizable), dynamic and unstable” (Blommaert, 2010, p. 
18), they are assigned new functions and value by the people who use them 
and the linguistic market (Bourdieu, 1977). Furthermore, linguistic repertoires 
can be commodified to gain concrete material benefits as well (Heller, 2003). 
It is important to understand the commodification of linguistic resources 
because they bridge the gap between geopolitical and geocultural 
globalization. More importantly, these linguistic repertoires become resources 
for the reconfiguration of the linguistic market of the tourism industry. 
 The third assumption is that the individual is an integral part of the 
world system. The sociolinguistics of globalization aims to stress the role of 
the individual in globalization processes (Blommaert, 2010). This study 
assumes that it is important to examine the tour guides’ ideologies of value 
and ownership of the resources around them, because they can use these to 
assert their mobility in the world system. 
 With these assumptions, the study hopes to formulate a framework for 
the understanding inequality and mobility in the Philippine tourism industry, 
with an emphasis on the individuals' voices (Blommaert, 2005).  
Research Questions 
 This study aims to investigate how globalization affects the linguistic 
market of the Philippine tourism industry, and how tour guides carve a 
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strategic position for themselves amidst inequality. In light of these aims, this 
study answers the following questions: 
1. How does globalization affect the linguistic market of the Philippine 
tourism industry?  
a. What are the globalization processes that influence the 
Philippine tourism industry? 
b. How are tourist destinations constructed as multimodal and 
semiotic spaces? 
c. How does globalization reconfigure the structures of inequality 
and possibilities of mobility in the Philippine tourism industry? 
2. How do Filipino tour guides use their linguistic repertoires as resources 
for mobility? 
a. What ideologies do Filipino tour guides have towards their 
linguistic repertoires? 
b. How do Filipino tour guides find their voices in the linguistic 
market of the Philippine tourism industry? 
c. How do these voices challenge, reinforce, or influence the 
overall discourses of inequality and mobility in the tourism 
industry? 
This study hopes to answer this question through “careful ethnographic work, 
sustained by a social theory which takes the world system as the highest level 
of contextualization” (Blommaert, 2003).  
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Significance of the Study 
 This study aims to contribute to the literature on the sociolinguistics of 
globalization. As a relatively young field in language studies,
3
 the 
sociolinguistics of globalization needs to address new globalization processes, 
such as tourism. The study aims to supplement the existing literature in the 
field, such as Heller’s (2003) study of the commodification of language in 
Canada due to heritage tourism and call centers and Thurlow and Jaworski’s 
(2010; 2003; among many others) work on tourism discourse and banal 
globalization. The study presents alternative views on linguistic repertoires 
and mobility, which will be useful in the field. 
 This study also aims to contribute to the field of tourism discourse. 
The academic work on tourism discourse have been either primarily 
anthropological (e.g. Bruner, 2005), which do not regard language as the 
primary site of inquiry; or discourse analytic (e.g. Thurlow and Jaworski, 
2010; 2003), which do not highlight the role of individuals' voices in the 
configuration of the linguistic market. This study aims to expand the linguistic 
anthropological approach to tourism (e.g. Heller, 2003) by ethnographically 
examining the ideologies and performances of tour guides in order to show 
their mobility.  
 Finally, this study also aims to contribute to Philippine 
sociolinguistics. There is a tendency for Philippine sociolinguistics to focus on 
the structuralist research of Philippine English in relation to the World 
3
 Coupland (2003), in a somewhat cheeky way, talks about the criticism to 
sociolinguistics as being “late to the party” of globalization studies. He 
dismisses this criticism as irrelevant because he finds it “disappointing” and 
“very uncharacteristic of the discipline” for sociolinguistics to address 
globalization just because it is a trendy topic (p. 465). 
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Englishes paradigm, and on the field of educational and applied linguistics. 
This study aims to present new possibilities for research for scholars of 
Philippine sociolinguistics, especially in the field of globalization and tourism 
discourse. In doing so, it also hopes to reveal possible interrogations and 
contestations of the established theories in the fields of tourism discourse and 
the sociolinguistics of globalization, by examining specific nuances of the 
Philippine context.  
Outline of the Study 
 In the next chapter, I discuss the framework that I use in this study, 
which is a combination of different theories in the field of the sociolinguistics 
of globalization. Chapter 3 discusses the ethnographic paradigm and my  data 
collection methods. Chapter 4 examines how globalization enables the 
construction of super-diverse spaces, on the levels of the nation, community, 
and individual. Chapter 5 analyzes the structures of inequality which are 
found in the globalizing Philippine tourism industry, and presents several 
ways of how tour guides show their mobility. Finally, Chapter 6 synthesizes 
the main points of this study, discuss its limitations, and present possible areas 





The Sociolinguistics of Globalization: 
Towards an Understanding of Mobility  
 
 This chapter establishes the theoretical framework that I use in this 
study, and simultaneously positions the study in the growing literature of 
sociolinguistics and globalization. I start the discussion by establishing the 
theoretical foundations of globalization and sociolinguistics, and by 
highlighting their points of intersection. I then discuss the role of value and 
ideology in the globalizing linguistic market. Lastly, I emphasize the 
performative construction of the individual’s voice in the reconfiguration of 
inequality and mobility. 
Globalization and Sociolinguistics 
Globalization is normally understood through metaphors such as 
“global village,” “interconnected networks,” or “borderless world.” While 
these metaphors describe globalization to some extent, they are not perfectly 
accurate. The world has not become a global village, networks may not 
necessarily be interconnected, and national boundaries are still strong, which 
means that the world is far from being borderless (see Sassen, 1996; Yeung, 
1998). Given that many definitions of globalization remain amorphous and 
highly contentious, it would be more worthwhile to focus on their points of 




 There is a preponderance of available literature on globalization. Coupland 
(2003) provides a good list of the major theoretical approaches to 
globalization in his introduction to the special issue of the Journal of 
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What is common among these definitions is the idea of movement or 
flows
5
 of people and resources across different contexts. Giddens (1990) 
defines globalization as the “intensification of worldwide social relations which 
link distant localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events 
occurring many miles away and vice versa” (p. 64). These events are normally 
characterized by movement in a series of ‘scapes’ (Appadurai, 1990), which 
range from the economic structures up to the cultural aspects of globalization.   
Blommaert (2010, p. 13-14) summarizes these into two processes: 
geopolitical globalization, which “affects the deep social, political, and 
economic fabric of societies” which is considered the early phase of 
globalization and is commonly associated with the ideas of globalism and 
neoliberalism;
6
 and geocultural globalization, which involves “recent 
developments within globalization” (14, emphasis original) which are due to 
newer developments in communication, labour, and migration. He provides a 
good synthesis of the various meanings of globalization: 
 “The term globalization is most commonly used as shorthand 
for the intensified flows of capital, goods, people, images and 
discourses around the globe, driven by technological 
innovations mainly in the field of media and information and 
communication technology, and resulting in new patterns of 
global activity, community organization and culture” (p. 13, 
emphasis original; cf. Castells, 1996; Appadurai, 1996). 
 
Sociolinguistics. Coupland’s (2010) The Handbook of Language and 
Globalization is an excellent compilation of studies on language and 
globalization.  
5
 “Flow” is another metaphor that needs to be used cautiously. Rockefeller 
(2011) presents a good discussion of how the term developed in 
anthropological approaches to globalization, and discusses the term’s 
theoretical implications which affect how we perceive globalization.  
6
 Turner (2010) provides a good summary of the major issues and origins of 
the current theories of globalization. Blommaert (2010) believes that any study 
of globalization should be historicized and contextualized comprehensively. 
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These processes of globalization are situated in spaces, or the  
“semiotic sources from which all kinds of indexical meanings can be derived” 
(Blommaert, et al., 2005, p. 203). These spaces form relationships with each 
other, usually in hierarchical and asymmetrical ways, which are usually 
referred to as scales.  Fairclough (2006) defines scale as “a space where 
diverse economic, political, social and cultural relations and processes are 
articulated together as ‘some kind of structured coherence’” (p. 56).Following 
these definitions of scale and space, it can be said that meaning-making 
indexically happens in a semiotic context (i.e. space), and these contexts  can 
form logical and systematic relationships with each other (i.e. scale). As 
globalization is about the movement of people and resources, it is important to 
see how this movement happens on the level of spaces and scales. 
The “global” and the “local” are two salient scales in globalization. 
Globalization has been previously viewed as the mere transference of the 
global to the local, which assumes that the global can be uniformly and 
homogeneously transferred to the local. An example of this is the 
phenomenon of McDonaldization, which involves the distribution of uniform 
services, efficiency, calculability, and control across the world (Ritzer, 1993). 
However, this view of uniformity and homogeneity is problematic because the 
local also takes an active role in globalization, even if it is normally in a 
disenfranchised position. Mufwene (2002) argues that McDonaldization now 
also includes an active participation of the local, which explains why 
McDonald’s outlets now use the vernacular languages or the local lingua 
francas in their international branches (quoted in Blommaert, 2003). Thus, 
globalization should be viewed as a process that also entails localization.  
12 
 
In almost all cases, the local does not receive the global entirely and 
unconditionally. The local chooses what resources to accept from the global, 
how to situate them in the locality, and  how to assign values and functions to 
them (Appadurai, 1996). This does not necessarily mean that the local is 
becoming “more global”—Blommaert (2010) argues that the local remains 
local even if resources from the global are introduced to it through “re-
territorialization” because the meanings of those imported resources are 
recalibrated into the local system. This supports the idea that globalization is 
not about the imposition of global values to the local, or the “global-in-the-
local”; rather, globalization is viewed as the simultaneous movements of 
different scales, which is what he prefers to call “translocalization”7 (p. 79; 
see also, Appadurai, 1996).  
 As people move from one scale to another, they carry their languages, 
personal histories, and ideologies with them. Studies on geocultural 
globalization have established how symbolic resources can translate to actual, 
concrete, and pragmatic effects on people—or the ethnoscape of globalization, 
which is “the landscape of persons who constitute the shifting world in which 
we live: tourists, immigrants, refugees, exiles, guest workers, and other 
moving groups and individuals constitute an essential feature of the world and 
appear to affect the politics of (and between) nations to a hitherto 
7
 Blommaert prefers the use of this term to “glocalization,” which he considers 
a term that espouses the “global-in-the-local.” The term “glocalization” has 
entered the literature of  globalization studies (e.g. Robertson, 1995; 
Gopalakrishnan, 2008) as a perspective that highlights the role of the local as 
an active agent in globalization. I share Blommaert’s reservations about using 
this term. In this study, I subscribe to Blommaert’s perspective on 
globalization. See also Pennycook (2007) for a discussion on “trans-” 
approaches to globalization. 
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unprecedented degree” (Appadurai, 1996, p. 33, emphasis mine). These can 
be considered resources—they are materials that can acquire value through 
social activity, and are tools that can be used by people to achieve goals 
(Bourdieu, 1991; Heller, 2003; Blommaert, 2010; Thurlow and Jaworski, 
2010; Park and Wee, 2012).  The  movements and flows of people and 
resources in the context of globalization happens in different scales, which 
normally entails inter-scalar “re-territorialization” (Blommaert, 2010, p. 79), 
“recontextualization” (Fairclough,  2006), or “re-scaling”8 (Jessop, 2002 
quoted in p. 65). 
Resources “on the move” 
 Linguistic resources can be described as “on the move” (Thurlow and 
Jaworski, 2010). In their analysis of tourism materials (e.g. inflight 
magazines, business, cards, postcards, etc.), Thurlow and Jaworski (2010, see 
also 2003)  argue that discourses (and linguistic resources) are “on the move” 
in two major ways: first, in terms of the dynamism of their contents, mediums, 
and elements; and second, in terms of their high circulation rate across people, 
times, and places (p. 20). In other words, movement can be seen within the 
text itself, and in the transmission of these texts to different scales.  
The first reason why discourses can be considered “on the move” can 
be seen in how much the nature of “discourse” has significantly changed in 
the field of language studies. The structuralist definition of discourse as a unit 
beyond the sentence has been expanded to include a functionalist definition of 
8
 Blommaert (2010, p. 15-16) provides a good critique of Fairclough’s 
argument on the re-scaling of Romania, and consequently, to the framework 
that Fairclough uses. 
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viewing it as language in use, or better yet, as utterances (Schiffrin, 1994). 
Discourse is also no longer limited to its purely linguistic aspect, since 
different semiotic modes also exist. Studies on multimodality (e.g. Kress and 
Van Leeuwen, 1996; 2001) show how discourses can also take non-traditional 
forms, such as images and visual design, which render them semiotic and 
linguistic at the same time. Discourse has been extended to include other 
modes as well, such as the emplacement of materials in different spaces and 
the construction of places (Scollon and Scollon, 2003). Furthermore,   
linguistic units may no longer just denote linguistic meaning, but may now 
index semiotic meaning—such as Blommaert’s (2010) example that “French” 
may be used by people not to communicate, but to index “Frenchness” 9 (p. 
29-30). These multimodal discourses can be seen in the Philippine tourism 
industry, such as in the construction of tourist destinations as global and local 
places (see Chapter 4) or the use of local accents to semiotically index 
localness (see Chapter 5).  
The second reason why discourses are considered “on the move” is the 
extent of their circulation in the “global semioscape” (Thurlow and Aiello, 
2007).  Resources such as inflight magazines can have a “global reach” 
(Thurlow and Jaworski, 2003; 2010) because of their being centrally situated 
in the tourism industry. The further commercialization and 
internationalization of major industries can also contribute to the global 
mobility of these resources, as seen in the globalization of “coffeetalk,” or the 
casual conversations normally seen in Starbucks (Gaudio, 2003). Similarly, 
9
 His specific example, “Nina’s Derriere,” will be explained in detail in 
Chapter 4.  
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Cameron’s (2000) study of the language use in call centers shows how 
globalization can transnationally distribute linguistic resources.  
As such, the tour guides in this study can be considered “on the move” 
as well, due to their central position in the tourism industry as the primary 
mediator between the global tourist and the local destination. This implies that 
their tour speeches, with all their linguistic and semiotic modes, have a 
potential to have a global reach as well. 
Towards the Sociolinguistics of Globalization 
The goal of the sociolinguistics of globalization is to find out how 
resources “on the move” actually move, and what happens when they move.  
As Fairclough (2006) says, these “entities do not just flow into spaces; they 
are so to speak ‘carried’ there” (p. 34). But who carried them? Why were they 
carried?  What does this movement entail? 
These questions necessitate a shift from the traditional 
“sociolinguistics of distribution” to a “sociolinguistics of mobility.” The 
inquiry should veer away from merely the study of how resources are 
distributed across time and spaces, and should, instead, head towards the 
direction of “language-in-motion,” or how they move across scales 
(Blommaert, 2010, p. 5, emphasis original).  
As we are dealing with moving people and resources, our methods of 
interpretation need to move in tandem, so as to comprehensively explain how 
globalization really affects language. Blommaert (2005, p. 14-15) proposes 
five guiding principles as to how a critical analysis of language should be 
conducted. First, it is necessary to determine the value that people assign to 
language. Second, environments of linguistic activities should be carefully 
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examined because language operates differently depending on context. Third, 
“language” should be deconstructed to realistic and concrete forms that show 
up in any given context, which means that variations should be well-
accounted for. Fourth, the asymmetrical distribution of such resources should 
be problematized in terms of the constrained repertoires of people. Last, the 
analysis should be situated in the context of the world system (Wallerstein, 
1983; 2004) in order to critically investigate the material structures and 
conditions that surround every linguistic activity.  
The sociolinguistics of globalization should therefore investigate the 
actual forms of resources that get circulated into the spaces of globalization. 
Blommaert (2005) sees the need to move beyond language by accounting for 
its different features, such as varieties, accents, and registers. While 
“language” is a convenient term to refer to the grammatical system used by 
people in communication, the reality is that people no longer use “all” of a 
language—more often than not, people use “specific bits and pieces of it” 
(Blommaert, 2010, p. 23, quotes original).  People use “truncated” 
(Blommaert, et al., 2005 quoted in Blommaert, 2010, quotes original)  which 
are “highly specific ‘bits’ of language and literacy varieties… that combine in 
a repertoire that reflects fragmented and highly diverse life-trajectories and 
environments of such people” (Blommaert, 2010, p. 14, quotes original).10 
These truncated repertoires, just like “languages,” are assigned values by 
10
 In this study, I generally use “[linguistic] resources” instead of “languages.” 
However, I agree with Blommaert (2010) that sometimes, using “languages” 
can be convenient. In this thesis, I sometimes use “language” to refer to the 
“abstract” concept of a language. In Chapter 5, for example, I discuss the 
value of “languages” to tour guides in an abstract sense, even if their 
repertoires are composed of truncated features of those “languages.” 
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people too. Moreover, they are also distributed unequally across the world 
system. 
Blommaert (2010; 2005; 2003) stresses the importance of situating the 
analysis in the context of the world-system. World–systems analysis is based 
on the idea that the “unit of analysis for macrosocial inquiry in the modern 
world is neither class, nor state/society, or country, but the larger historical 
system, in which these categories are located” (Robinson, 2007, p. 128). 
World-systems analysis views the world as a “global enterprise” (Wallerstein, 
1974 quoted in Robinson, 2007, p. 129), which is capitalist by nature. 
Wallerstein (1974) believes that this capitalist global enterprise structures the 
world into three major regions: the core, which is the center of power and 
development of the system (e.g. North America and Western Europe); the 
periphery, which are the regions dominated by the core through colonialism or 
capitalism (e.g.Asia, Latin America, Africa); and the semi-periphery, which is 
the region that consists of states which were previously in the core but are 
now moving towards the periphery, or those that were previously in the 
periphery but are moving towards the core (cf. Blommaert, 2010, p. 64; 
Robinson, 2007, p. 129).  
The structure of the world system shows how pervasive inequality is. 
This inequality persists (or even gets aggravated) in the context of 
globalization, where the world system enables more movements among the 
core, periphery, and semi-periphery. Linguistic resources do not merely move 
around the structures of the world system; they also reflect the inequalities of 
the said structures.  
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In this regard, the critical analysis of language should situate every 
linguistic activity in the sociolinguistic scales that it belongs to, or may 
possibly belong to. Blommaert (2010) proposes to include three more 
concepts in the analysis of the sociolinguistics of globalization: sociolinguistic 
scale, which is the sociolinguistic context or environment where the 
movement of people or resources takes place; orders of indexicality, which is 
the structuring of indexicality based on “different patterns of normativity” (p. 
37) in the concerned sociolinguistic environment; and polycentricity, which 
refers to the presence of multiple sources of authority that governs the 
normative values of power and authority in a sociolinguistic environment. 
Resources are unequally distributed, accessed, and controlled in different 
sociolinguistic scales, and this inequality results in unequal indexicalities, that, 
in turn, translate to social inequalities. He further argues: 
“Mobility across these different scales involves important shifts 
in function, structure and meaning; and since globalization 
introduces the global as a relevant level of context, we can 
expect such shifts to occur generally. The shifts are shifts that 
involve the reordering of normativity: linguistic resources 
move through different orders of indexicality, and every move 
involves a different set of indexical potentials for the resources. 
What works well in one context may not work at all in another. 
The reason is that such orders of indexicality need to be seen as 
organized in polycentric systems, in which different centres—
Bakhtinian ‘super-addresses’ from which real or perceived 
norms emanate—co-occur in complex (and often opaque) 
simultaneous relationships” (p. 21-22, emphasis mine).  
  
 This framework adequately deals with the linguistic situation in the 
Philippine tourism industry. One example is how English serves as a resource 
that is situated in different sociolinguistic scales, such as the local and the 
global. Because of this, English can follow different orders of indexicalities 
based on the different normative values of the global and the local, which may 
19 
 
influence how the semiotic construction of meaning can occur. On the one 
hand, it can be used by tour guides to index solidarity with foreign tour guides 
as the “universal language;” on the other hand, it can be used by tour guides to 
index social difference or elitism with local tourists, which may then index 
solidarity with local tourists who belong to the upper class.
11
  In most cases, 
tour guides use truncated features of English to address these orders of 
indexicality, such as code-switching or changing accents. This shows that 
there is no central source of norms and values in the tourism industry; rather, 
there are multiple sources instead. Thus, it can be said that the tourism 
industry has become polycentric. 
Value of Semiotic Resources and Language Ideologies 
 Blommaert (2003) argues that the sociolinguistics of globalization 
should focus on the “relative value of semiotic resources—value often being 
connected to translocally realizable functions” (p. 613, emphasis original). 
The example above of the different ways English can be used as a resource in 
the tourism industry shows the importance of scrutinizing the value of 
resources in a polycentric context. In order to do this, resources must be 
understood in terms of their symbolic value, and how that value contributes to 
the formation and reconfiguration of the structure of the linguistic market.  
The symbolic languages and the linguistic market are integral concepts 
in the sociolinguistics of globalization. Bourdieu (1977, 1991) argues that 
language is not simply a communicative system of abstract grammatical rules, 
which cannot just be described in the structuralist definition of competence—
11
 This will be discussed in detail in Chapter 5.  
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or the knowledge of the grammatical features of a language. He believes that 
language is a system that has symbolic value, which serves as an instrument of 
power.  Because of this, language should be examined in terms of its capital, 
or its economic and political power. This symbolic value is premised on the 
idea that language reflects the asymmetrical distribution of power and 
dominance in society; hence, language is an economic resource which gains 
legitimacy or value through its speakers. As he further says: 
“Just as, at the level of the relations between groups, a 
language is worth what those who speak it are worth, so too, at 
the level of interactions between individuals, speech always 
owes a major part of its value to the value of the person who 
utters it” (1977, p. 652).  
 
  The essence of power is control. People who have power can control 
those who do not have power, and consequently, the language of those in 
power acquire more value than the languages of those who do not. As such, 
linguistic capital should be viewed in relation to society. Bourdieu elaborates: 
“The social value of linguistic products is only placed on them 
in their relationship to the market, i.e. in and by the objective 
relationship of competition opposing them to all other products 
(and not only those with which they are directly compared in 
the concrete transaction), in which their distinctive value is 
determined” (p. 654, emphasis original). 
 
The market can dictate the “price formation” (p. 653) and “legitimacy” 
(p. 654) of language. In other words, the market assigns the value of a 
language.  This value is contingent on the unification of the market, which 
happens when there is a consensus on the recognition of the legitimacy of the 
dominant group. If a market is unified, the linguistic profit becomes easier to 
predict because the power structures in the society are identifiable. Thus, the 
dominant group can use its capital to assert its power and control over the 
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market. For example, governments can legitimize languages and language 
varieties over others purely because of their dominance.   
In the context of globalization, dominance can also have a global 
reach. Blommaert’s (2001) study of how Belgian immigration officers can 
delegitimize anecdotal narratives of African asylum seekers shows how the 
dominant authority (i.e. Belgian immigration policies) can exert its control on 
the dominated (i.e. African asylum seekers). This is despite such anecdotal 
narratives being crucial to the asylum seekers' identities. Similarly, 
governments can also assert their power by constructing policies that 
legitimize certain forms of linguistic resources, such as the use of 
naturalization language tests in the assessment of citizenship applications 
(Piller, 2001). Moreover, globalization can assign values to languages based 
on the dominant principles of capitalism, such as how languages can be 
commodified and valued, not just as a communicative resource or a marker of 
ethnicity, but as a marketable skill in the tourism and call center industry 
(Heller, 2003; cf. Cameron, 2000).  
 This, however, does not mean that value is purely determined by the 
structure or the linguistic market. Park and Wee (2012) argue that Bourdieu’s 
framework also accounts for the agency of individuals in the linguistic market 
through their habitus, which is the set of dispositions that individuals have 
which affect their linguistic practice (p. 26). This is why value should also be 
understood in terms of how individuals perceive such value, in relation to 
their everyday lives and struggles.  
 In the context of polycentric linguistic environments, it becomes 
particularly important to study the language ideologies of the individual in 
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order to respond to the multiple centers of authority that exist in globalized 
spaces. Language ideologies are “any sets of beliefs about language 
articulated by the users as a rationalization or justification of perceived 
language structure and use” (Silverstein, 1979, p. 193 quoted in Park, 2009, p. 
13). As language ideologies can affect the actual use of language of 
individuals, they can potentially reconfigure the linguistic market. The value 
that individuals assign to language is important in the study of inequality and 
mobility because they reflect alternative ways of viewing the linguistic 
market, instead of the traditional way of viewing the structure as the sole 
determinant of how the linguistic market works. This is why views like 
“linguistic imperialism” (Phillipson, 1992) do not fully reflect the processes of 
globalizing linguistic resources—they tend to discount (or arguably, even 
neglect) the language ideologies and appropriations of the individuals (see 
Pennycook, 2003; Wee, 2011; Park and Wee, 2012).  
In considering Blommaert’s (2005) five principles of discourse 
analysis, language ideologies can be a good framework for determining what 
“language means to its users.” These language ideologies reflect how 
individuals assign values to linguistic resources around them, and also allow 
them to use these resources to combat the inequality of the linguistic market 
and the world system. This is a good way of tracking the possibilities of 
mobility that they can undertake. Thus, this study subscribes to the view that 
the value of semiotic resources should be understood in relation to the 




Performativity, Voice, and Mobility 
The last point that needs to be considered in the sociolinguistics of 
globalization is the role of the individual. While the previous section 
discussed the relationship of the linguistic market and language ideologies in 
the assignment of the value of linguistic resources, this section discusses what 
people actually do with these resources. Bourdieu (1977) claims that 
“language is a praxis: it is made for saying, i.e. for use in strategies which are 
invested with all possible functions and not only communication functions” 
(p. 646, emphasis original). This underscores the need to find out the specific 
strategies that individuals use to index various functions. In the context of 
globalization, people always create “semiotic opportunity” with the resources 
that they have in order to strategically position themselves (Blommaert, 2003, 
p. 610).  
People usually use linguistic resources to negotiate their position in the 
linguistic market. Linguistic resources allow them to traverse different social 
categories in order to achieve goals. Early studies in language studies such as 
Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory of linguistic politeness12 and Giles et 
al.’s (1991) study on linguistic accommodation show how people can use 
linguistic resources to show deference to authority or to foster solidarity with 
other people. Their consciousness of the notion of “audience design” (Bell, 
1984) enables them to switch between different resources (e.g. languages, 
language varieties, registers, accents, etc.) to communicate with their audience 
in the most optimal way possible. Since the linguistic market is socially 
12
 See also Watts (2003) for a re-theorizing of politeness and impoliteness.  
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negotiated, people can reconcile the different values that may be assigned to 
their linguistic resources.  
In the context of globalization, where the movement of people 
becomes even faster and unpredictable, people have to consistently use 
language to strategically position themselves in a constantly changing 
linguistic market. For example, the tour guides in this study need to use 
various linguistic strategies to respond to their fast-changing clientele. The 
globalization of Philippine tourism means that tour groups have become more 
heterogeneous than before, and may now be composed of people from 
different social and linguistic backgrounds. Tour guides then rely on their 
linguistic repertoires to simultaneously address the concerns of every member 
of every tour group that they handle. This becomes difficult because 
globalization entails that traditional social categories, such as race, become 
dynamic and unpredictable (see Rampton, 1995). Hence, tour guides need to 
be flexible in their linguistic strategies, by changing their styles according to 
context.  
Style is “a way of doing something” (Coupland, 2007, p. 1). In the 
context of linguistics, style is a way of using linguistic resources to index 
social difference. The study of style assumes that people do not simply use 
language just to communicate per se, but to also index certain traits that they 
want to be associated with them. Style may be motivated by people’s attention 
to speech (e.g. Labov, 1972), audience design (e.g. Bell, 1984), or acts of 
identity (e.g. Coupland, 2007; Rampton, 1995). These motivations are usually 
all taken into consideration when people adopt different styles.  
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 Globalization also affects style. The movement of resources and the 
changing of traditional social groups and identities enable people to form 
different sociolinguistic styles. Rampton’s (1995) groundbreaking work on 
crossing, or the speakers’ use of language varieties associated with groups 
they do not normally ‘belong’ to (p. 14, quotes in original), shows how 
boundaries of race can be temporarily contested by adolescent youths through 
the systematic use of different languages and varieties. This study shows how 
crossing allows adolescents to move from one social group to another—
allowing them to create a hybrid identity for themselves.  
This kind of identity construction through style can be better 
understood using the approach of semiotic reconstruction and performativity. 
Pennycook (2003), in his study of the globalization of hip-hop forms (as seen 
in the songs of Rip Slyme), argues that people can reconstitute linguistic 
resources by appropriating them in different functions and contexts, and 
consequently allow them to perform identities. He follows Butler’s (1990)13 
view on identity; he claims that “we perform acts of identity as an ongoing 
series of social and cultural performances rather than as the expression of a 
prior identity.” He further argues that Rip Slyme’s appropriation of typical 
African-American Vernacular English features of rap can be seen as a 
performative act of identity in the context of a transnational rap genre. In 
similar vein, this study also shows how such acts of identity can allow people 
to position themselves in the transnational flow of linguistic resources.  
13
 Butler (1990) argues that gender is a performative act. She believes that 
gender is not something that is merely given to people, but is something that is 
formed by them through the different performances that they carry out in their 
everyday lives.  
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 Moreover, this study follows this performative approach to identity 
construction. It also argues that these performative acts of identity should be 
considered an integral part of the voice of individuals. According to 
Blommaert (2005), voice is:  
“…in the era of globalisation… the capacity to accomplish 
functions of linguistic resources translocally, across different 
physical and social spaces. Voice, in other words, is the 
capacity for semiotic mobility…” (p. 69, emphasis original).  
  
 Understanding the voices of individuals therefore becomes a good 
approach in investigating the forms of inequality and mobility in the 
Philippine tourism industry. Tour guides constantly use different styles when 
communicating with tourists—each style reflects their attempts to negotiate 
social relations and inequality, and also, to perform their identities. These 
performances allow them to contest the structures of inequality around them, 
and enable them to exercise mobility by traversing the different scales of 
globalization. This task requires an ethnographic approach, which I discuss in 





Finding Voices: An Ethnographic Approach 
  
An exhaustive analysis of the linguistic market in Philippine tourism 
discourse necessitates an approach that would sufficiently contextualize each 
stylistic performance in a super-diverse setting. Examining linguistic 
phenomena in relation to globalization seems to be rather difficult, especially 
the task of investigating how the world system affects not only the national 
policies of the government, and also the seemingly individualistic speech acts 
and performances of tour guides. In order to fully describe how the linguistic 
market operates, this study follows a qualitative and inductive approach, 
which is hinged on various principles of linguistic anthropology, discourse 
analysis, and social semiotics. 
 The ethnographic approach is widely accepted in the social sciences, 
such as in linguistic anthropology. This approach is helpful in explaining 
linguistic phenomenon because it allows researchers to regard language as 
inherently a social phenomenon (Halliday, 1978), as well as a system of 
utterances which is laden with political histories and heteroglossic tendencies 
(Bakhtin, 1986).  As Blommaert and Dong (2010) argue:  
“There is no way that language can be ‘context-less’ in this 
anthropological tradition in ethnography. To language, there is 
always a particular function, a concrete shape, a specific mode 
of operation, and an identifiable set of relations between 
singular acts of language and wider patterns of resources and 
their functions. Language is context, it is the architecture of 
social behaviour itself, and thus part of social structure and 




An ethnographic approach enables researchers to not only sufficiently 
flesh out the context of each linguistic utterance, but also see the relevance of 
what seems to be trivial everyday interactions. Such an approach accounts for 
both micro and macro contexts in which the linguistic activity occurs. 
Understanding Ethnography: Theoretical Underpinnings 
 Ethnography is arguably the most distinctive feature and most 
important contribution of anthropology in the social sciences. Schensul et al. 
(1999) define ethnography as “a scientific approach to discovering and 
investigating social and cultural patterns and meaning in communities, 
institutions, and other social settings” (p. 1). It aims to highlight the 
importance of patterns as they are situated in their respective social contexts. 
Analyzing such contexts also makes it possible for the researcher to examine 
the bigger socio-political environment, alongside many ideologies that govern 
each activity in the field. This way, the researcher can “create a local theory of 
culture that corresponds to that held by most actors in the situation and that 
also can be interpreted in cosmopolitan or disciplinary terms” (p. 146). It is an 
inductive approach that compels researchers to “follow the data, and [let] the 
data suggest particular theoretical issues” (Blommaert &  Dong, 2010, p. 12, 
emphasis original).  
Ethnography has been deeply ingrained in linguistic anthropology ever 
since it was recognized as a legitimate research method within the field for 
several decades. It emphasizes the role of language as an object of inquiry, and 
not merely as a means of observing in communities (Clammer, 1984).  
A critical awareness of the context surrounding a particular linguistic 
phenomenon has been the thrust of ethnography. This has been a good take off 
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point for many linguists, such as Gumperz (1971; 1982), whose notions of 
contextualization cues furthered the study of discourse structures and 
interactional sociolinguistics, and Hymes (1964; 1972 1974; 1995) who 
developed the framework of the ethnography of communication. Hymes 
(1974) argues that more attention should be given to the context of a 
community as a unit of analysis, instead of just linguistic form per se. He 
claims that “it is not linguistics, but ethnography, not language, but 
communication, which must provide the frame of reference within which the 
place of language in culture and society is to be assessed” (p. 4). Further, 
Hymes (e.g. 1995) used ethnography to not only contextualize linguistic forms 
and narrative structures, but also to scrutinize their impact on voice and 
inequality. He believes that ethnography is a good theoretical and 
methodological framework for such research, because it gives an emic
14
 (Pike, 
1967) perspective into the analysis (1995, p. 8).  
Hymes (1981, p. 84, quoted in Blommaert & Dong, 2010, p. 2) also 
believes that “behavioral repertoire[s]” (the actual range of forms of behavior 
that people display, and which makes them identifiable as members of a 
culture”) and linguistic resources are never equally distributed in any given 
community and culture. This is a major premise of inequality. Up to now, this 
claim has maintained its stronghold in linguistic anthropology. Globalization 
even makes the configurations of society and inequality more complicated. 
14
 The emic/etic (etymologically from “phonemic” and “phonetic”) distinction 
was put forward by Pike (1967) as an illustration of the underlying (emic) 
conceptual representations of surface (etic) structures. Hymes (1995) says that 
“the general framework which one begins analysis of a given case” and “the 
reconsideration of the general framework in the light of the analysis” is the 
etic framework, where as “the analysis of the actual system” is the emic 
framework (p. 8). 
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Following this view, Blommaert (2010) says that “access to and control over 
scales is unevenly distributed, it is a matter of power and inequality, as a 
sophisticated standard language variety or advanced multimodal and 
multilingual literacy skills” (p. 5). Such inequality can be well explained by an 
ethnographic approach. It paves the way for the researcher to comprehensively 
analyze the “mapping of resources onto functions” (Blommaert & Dong, 2010, 
p. 11), by examining the “voices” (e.g. Hymes, 1995; Blommaert, 2005) of 
individuals—usually through their linguistic repertoires—in relation to the 
world system (Wallerstein, 1983; 2004).  
In this study, I explore how globalization influences the linguistic 
market in the Philippine tourism industry on both micro and macro levels. In 
order to understand this, I had to collect all possible forms of data—from the 
tourism materials produced by the DOT, to the language use and ideologies of 
tour guides, and even to the actual construction of tourist spots as places and 
semiotic sites. More than that, I needed to understand two seemingly 
contradictory “TimeSpaces” (Blommaert, 2010, p. 34, cf. Wallerstein, 
1997)—a ‘single dimension’ which locks together time and space of the 
tourism industry. On the one hand, I had to regard tourism as a stable and 
well-defined industry from the individual (e.g. tour guides) to the national 
(e.g. Philippine government) to the global (e.g. neoliberalization of the tourism 
industry as a phenomenon of the world system) levels. On the other hand, I 
had to view tourism as one of the most unstable, mobile, and sporadic 
industries (e.g. the movement of tourists) in the age of globalization. Across 
these two paradoxical temporal frameworks are the unevenly distributed 
linguistic repertoires that index identities, issues, and inequalities. These 
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resources are then situated, albeit not fixed, in different scales. It is definitely a 
messy field—where “chaos is the normal state of things” (Blommaert & Dong, 
2010, p. 25).  
Ethnography then seems to be the tool that I could use to at least 
attempt to make sense of this field. This is done by examining the multiple 
scales where such complex repertoires and ideologies take place. After all, 
voices and mobility can only be understood in relation to their respective 
contexts. But how should I even collect data? What qualifies as data to begin 
with? How do I properly contextualize and analyze data? The answers to these 
questions are crucial to the formulation of the ethnographic project. 
Selecting the Fieldwork Sites 
Any ethnographic fieldwork begins with the selection of the field; it is, 
after all, where the phenomenon being studied takes place. The field is “any 
naturalistic geographic/ social setting or location where a selected research 
problem is to be studied” (Schensul et al., 1999, p. 70). Since a vibrant field 
would most likely yield the most intricate observations, I had to be cautious in 
choosing where and how to conduct my research.  
In this research, I chose to study three fieldwork sites based on their 
prominent roles in the Philippine tourism industry, as the central hubs of 
tourism. This is evidenced by the number of tourists who visit them and the 
importance accorded to them by the DOT.
15
 These are Manila, the capital and 
historical center of the Philippines; Boracay Island,  world-renowned beach 
15
 The DOT categorizes Philippine destinations into different tiers based on 
their popularity among international tourists. The three fieldwork sites are all 
under the most important tourist destinations tier.  
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resort and party island; and Puerto Princesa City, the capital city of the 
province of Palawan, and also home to two UNESCO World Heritage Sites—
the Puerto Princesa Underground River, which was also recently declared one 
of the New 7 Wonders of Nature (New 7 Wonders of Nature, 2011); and the 
Tubbataha Reef, which rivals the Great Barrier Reef in terms of ecological 
diversity.  
There is a direct correlation between the popularity of these tourist 
destinations and the preponderance and richness of tourism data found in 
them. The Philippine government, from the DOT to the local government 
units, channels in plenty of funds to these destinations because of an almost 
guaranteed return of investment. Travel agencies and tour guiding companies 
are flocking to and flourishing in these places due to the huge tourist market 
that they can take advantage of.  Hotels, restaurants, spas, transport services, 
and other hospitality-related industries increase exponentially as well. All of 
these result in a vibrant linguistic market where a lot of “discourses on the 
move” (Thurlow & Jaworski, 2010, p. 19) can be found, or those materials 
which have very dynamic composition, modalities, and texts that exhibit a 
huge propensity for mobility, can also be found.  
Manila serves as the main point of entry of most foreigners to the 
Philippines, since it has the country’s biggest and busiest international airport, 
the Ninoy Aquino International Airport, which is used by most international 
flights to and from Manila.
16
 As the capital city of the Philippines, Manila is 
16
 While the Philippines has 11 other international airports, such as the 
Mactan-Cebu International Airport (the main airport to Visayas, the central 
part of the Philippines) and the Francisco Bangoy (Davao) International 
Airport (the main airport to Mindanao, the southern part of the Philippines), 
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usually stylized as a cosmopolitan city where tourists can shop, dine, and 
party, as they enjoy its urban and historical landscape. Tourists in Manila 
normally travel by themselves, since communicating with people from Manila 
is relatively easy, given that most people in Manila speak conversational 
English. Guided tours are not common in Manila except for one site: 
Intramuros, a walled city built during the Spanish era in downtown Manila, 
which is its most popular heritage tourism spot. This is why I chose to focus 
on Intramuros: it is one of the most popular tourist destinations in Manila, 
which also happens to still have a vibrant tour guiding industry. A map of 
Intramuros, published in another brochure produced by the DOT, can be found 
below. 
 
Figure 1. Map of Intramuros 
these are not as busy as the Ninoy Aquino International Aiport in terms of the 
number of flights that they handle, the number of countries they have a route 
to and from, and the number of tourists that they host. 
34 
 
The second fieldwork site is Boracay Island, which has won numerous 
awards for being one of the best islands in the world (World’s Best Islands, 
2012; 2012 World’s Best Islands | Travel + Leisure, 2012). It is usually 
dubbed by locals as the Philippine version of Ibiza because of the island’s 
natural beauty and its vibrant nightlife. Due to its popularity since the 1980s, 
the DOT has always included Boracay in all its tourism campaigns, which 
highlights its prominence in the Philippine tourism industry. Moreover, 
Boracay welcomes a diverse tourism clientele—perhaps the most diverse in 
the whole country—as evident from its tourist arrival statistics. Boracay boasts 
of many different activities for tourists, such as water sports (e.g. parasailing, 
jet skiing, banana boating), underwater adventures (e.g. helmet diving, scuba 
diving, snorkeling), and other recreational activities (e.g. automatic terrain 
vehicle driving, ziplining, island hopping). While these activities seem to not 
involve guided tours, unlike that of the heritage tour in Intramuros, the tour 
guiding industry surprisingly continues to flourish with the influx of tourists 
from countries which do not have a historical or political connection with 
English. Below is a map of Boracay which was included in another brochure 




Figure 2. Map of Boracay Island 
 
 The last fieldwork site is Puerto Princesa, Palawan. As the capital city 
of Palawan, Puerto Princesa has the biggest and busiest airport in the province. 
It also serves as the main gateway point to all the other parts of Palawan.
17
 It 
has the highest number of tourist arrivals in the province. Tourists can choose 
activities from a diverse set of options, such as island hopping, snorkeling, 
scuba diving, spelunking, while experiencing the life of the city and the 
locals—which is quite different from Boracay, which is isolated from the main 
local community due to its geography. Below is a map of the province of 
Palawan which is from a tourism brochure produced by the DOT.  
17
 Palawan has two more popular tourist destinations: Coron, a place renowned 
for scuba diving and shipwreck explorations; and El Nido, a collection of 
islands and limestone formations where entire islets can be rented out to 
tourists for a private (but very expensive) experience. I chose to conduct my 
fieldwork in Puerto Princesa because it has more guided tour opportunities.  
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Figure 3. Map of Palawan 
 
 
By choosing the three major hubs of Philippine tourism, I hope to 
understand at least a facet of Philippine tourism discourse. 
Participant Observation and the Ethnographic Fieldwork 
Approaching the fields that I selected should be done systematically. I 
immersed myself in the field to determine what is relevant to my research 
concerns. The task of the ethnographic fieldwork is to zoom into what 
individuals do in the field naturally, given that  humanism is the core principle 
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that ethnography adheres to. Blommaert and Dong (2010) allude to Hymes’ 
(1964, p. xiii) belief that “it is anthropology’s task to coordinate knowledge 
about language from the viewpoint of man” in arguing that:  
“language is approached as something that has a certain 
relevance to man, and man in anthropology is seen as a 
creature whose existence is narrowly linked, conditioned, or 
determined by society, community, the group, culture” (p. 6, 
emphasis original).  
 
This humanist thrust requires an in-depth approach to studying the 
individual and his community, which is in the form of an ethnographic 
fieldwork. 
The fieldwork is the primary method of collecting ethnographic data 
and understanding. It is a result of many attempts of striking a balance 
between the burden of appreciating and understanding what goes on in a 
particular community, and the inherent scientific nature of anthropology 
(Holy, 1984, p. 21). Clammer (1984) provides a succinct definition of 
fieldwork, as: 
“the idea of the anthropologist going in person, either 
individually… or, more rarely, in a team to the actual location 
in which the data is to be collected, and then actually collecting 
that data over a period of time… by way of first-hand 
observation, participation, collection of census material, 
interviewing and questionnaire administration—is an admirable 
advance” (p. 64).  
 
This definition follows a positivist and functionalist epistemology 
(Blommaert & Dong, 2010) that looks at the many different layers of social 
interaction in a given geographical location. This is a good way to locate the 
voices of individuals, and to develop intuitions about the community. For 
instance, it allows researchers to understand what really happens in instances 
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when even self-reporting of individuals cannot be completely trusted, due to a 
disjunction between their beliefs and actual practices (Hymes, 1995, p. 10).  
I had to observe the community from the lens of an insider in the 
tourism industry—by taking up both the points of view of the tourism agents 
(i.e. the government, travel agencies, tour guides) and the tourists who 
produce and receive the discourses of tourism, respectively. In doing so, I 
hoped to develop the necessary intuitions about what constitutes significant 
data—those types of discourses which are very salient in the tourism industry, 
and those which are good sites for the performances of identities and 
globalization. As my status as a researcher automatically alienated me from 
the community as an outsider, I, therefore, had to try hard to come close to 
being an insider, even if it was just for a short time. I had to be an observing 
researcher and a participant concurrently. 
Participant observation is the most important method of ethnography. 
Schensul et al. (1999) define it as the “process of learning through exposure to 
our involvement in the day-to-day or routine activities of participants in the 
research setting,” which “gives the researcher an intuitive and intellectual 
grasp of the way things are organized and prioritized, how people relate to one 
another, and the ways in which social and physical boundaries are defined” (p. 
93). The researcher enters the field as an observer who is designated to 
participate in the activities of the members of the community.
18
 By doing so, 
the researcher can freely participate in the field events which he may not have 
18
 This view is strongly supported by many researchers, such as Bromley and 
Carter (2001, p. 4-5). They stress that “the appropriate structure of the role is 
given in its semantic construction, with ‘observer’ as the anchoring noun and 
‘participant’ as the modifier.” 
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access to if he was not in the field, yet still maintain neutrality and distance 
from them when necessary, especially during the analysis (Dobbert, 1982). 
The goal is not to completely become a participant—that would be detrimental 
as well because it might make the researcher take some activities for granted, 
just like how participants normally regard their activities as mundane and 
trivial. The goal is to become an observer with enough intuitions about how 
the field works, and to use those intuitions to systematically analyze the data. 
This also compels me to become reflexive about the fieldwork, 
because ethnography does not merely equate to writing descriptions or diary 
entries, contrary to past criticisms and misrepresentations. While ethnography 
aims to provide a mimetic representation of the field being studied, it takes a 
step further by providing a reflexive (e.g. Bromley & Carter, 2001; 
Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007) and critical approach to data. Since “the 
ultimate aim or product of ethnography is a written account of representation 
of the total aspect of a society, culture, or social scene” (Johnson, 1990, p. 10), 
the ethnographer’s reflexivity of the process of observation becomes 
obligatory since he is an active agent in the representation of the field being 
studied. It is not enough to just provide a walkthrough of what had happened 
in the field—I also had to keep myself in check and remind myself that I am 
reflecting about the whole process of ethnography. How I perceived and 
experienced the field are just as important as what actually happened there. 
This is the very essence of participant observation. 
The Discourses of Philippine Tourism 
 The whole fieldwork lasted for a total period of three months and took 
place in three stages—July to August 2012 (Manila and Boracay), November 
40 
 
2012 (Palawan), and July 2013 (Manila). It is indeed a short time compared to 
a lot of ethnographic research, which can even take many years. Despite its 
brevity, the fieldwork still proved to be productive because it was long enough 
for the transient and mobile field of tourism. It was also long enough for me to 
assume the role of the tourist (who is mobile and does not stay long in a 
particular tourist destination), and to be familiar with how the tourism 
frontline operates. After all, “the ethnographer’s success does not depend upon 
intellectual mastery, but upon the competence with which s/he can interact 
socially with the members of the field studied, and on the help provided by 
informants” (Cohen, 1984, p. 229). 
I started my fieldwork by following the footprints of the tourist. Since I 
came from Singapore, I had access to the materials that would commonly be 
accessed by a foreign tourist. Putting myself in the shoes of the tourist meant 
that I had to be like them—I attended guided tours with them, went to 
attractions that they visited, and interacted with them just like how an ordinary 
tourist would. More than that, I had informal chats with people working in the 
frontline of the tourism industry whom tourists usually talk to—airport staff, 
hotel receptionists, sim card vendors, restaurant service crew, massage 
therapists, tourist policeman, water sports instructors, and transport drivers. 
These interactions gave me a good sketch of what a tourist’s itinerary in the 
Philippines typically looks like, which served as a prelude to the different 
kinds of discourses I can expect from the field. The following table 




Table 1. Summary of tour activities during the fieldwork 
Site Tour Activity Description of Activity Group Composition 
Manila Intramuros heritage tour The primary aim of the tour is to appreciate the role of 
Intramuros in the history of Manila and of the Philippines as 
a whole. The tour highlights the historical buildings in (e.g. 
Manila Cathedral, San Agustin Church, Fort Santiago) and 
territorial boundaries (e.g. Pasig River, Manila City Hall) of 
Intramuros.  Charles’ tour ends in a Filipino restaurant where 
halo halo, one of the most popular Filipino desserts, was 
served to the tourists. 
Mixed. The group was 
composed of local, 
Asian, North American, 
and European tourists. 
Boracay Boracay island tour This walking tour aims to show tourists the different 
activities that they can do in Boracay. Information on good 
restaurants, diving schools, reliable activity-booking 
Mostly Northeast Asian 




companies were provided to the tourists. Most of these 
establishments have tie-up arrangements with the tour 
guides, so the tour can be considered an advertisement of 
these places.   
tourists. 
Boracay Boracay spa and nightlife route tour This is a more specialized version of the island tour. It only 
includes a walking tour of the spas, bars, and clubs in 
Boracay. Similar to the island tour, most of the 
establishments have arrangements with the tour guides. 
Mostly Northeast Asian 
(e.g. Japanese, Chinese, 
Taiwanese, Korean) 
tourists. 
Palawan Honda Bay tour This is an “island-hopping” tour. It is a trip to three islands in 
Honda Bay (i.e. Pandan, Snake, Starfish islands) and a 
snorkeling experience in Pambato Reef.  
Mixed. The group was 
composed of local and 
North American tourists. 
Palawan River cruise and fireflies watching This is a cruise around Iwahig River. Mangroves endemic to 
Puerto Princesa were shown to the tourists. A buffet of 
Philippine cuisine was served on the ferry. It ends with a 
Mixed. The group was 
primarily composed of 
local tourists and a few 
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firefly watching activity. North American tourists. 
Palawan Underground river tour This tour takes the whole day. Tourists are transported from 
the city centre of Puerto Princesa to the Puerto Princesa 
Underground River grounds. Information about the history 
of and current developments in Palawan were provided in the 
van. Upon reaching the Underground River grounds, the 
tourists ride a small boat which brings them inside the 
Underground River. Information on the cave formations 
were provided to the tourists. 
Mixed. The group was 
composed of local and 
North American tourists. 
Palawan City tour This tour includes trips to a crocodile farm, souvenir shops, 
and historical buildings in Puerto Princesa. 
Mixed. The group was 
composed of local and 
North American tourists. 
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I was able to collect tourism materials produced by the DOT at the 
three airports I went to, from the hotels where I stayed at and the tourist 
attractions I visited. I gathered more tourism materials from the main office of 
the DOT, which included those which were not available the first time I tried 
to obtain them. These tourism materials were produced by three different 
tourism campaigns—“Wow Philippines,” “Wow Philippines: More Than The 
Usual,” and the current one, “It’s More Fun In The Philippines.”19 I 
supplemented these materials with interviews from different government 
officials, from the local tourism offices, and even all the way up to the DOT.  
The second perspective that I needed to adopt in the fieldwork was the 
perspective of the tourism frontliner—specifically, the tour guide. Tour guides 
are among the most important people in the tourism industry due to their high 
degree of control over how a tourist can possibly experience the tourist 
destination. What makes them excellent participants in this research is their 
heavy reliance on linguistic and communication skills in doing so. It is vital 
that I study them in great detail. 
Inasmuch as I wanted to experience being a tour guide myself for some 
time, I was constrained by my lack of formal training and accreditation from 
the government, which would render any of my attempts illegal. Undergoing 
19
 One short-lived campaign, “Pilipinas Kay Ganda” (translation: “Beautiful 
Philippines), came in between the “It’s More Fun in the Philippines: More 
than the Usual” and the “It’s More Fun in the Philippines” campaigns. This 
campaign was heavily criticized for using Tagalog, which was said to be 
incompatible with the foreign market. The conceptual design was also 
discovered to have been plagiarized from an old Polish tourism campaign. In 
such circumstances, then Tourism secretary Alberto Lim resigned due to 
“personal reasons.” The campaign was later on scrapped by the government. 
As a result, the campaign produced very few materials, which were all 
eventually pulled out from the market by the government. 
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training and applying for accreditation would take approximately two years; 
unfortunately, this was not an option for me because of the limits of my 
candidature as a student. To compensate for this, I did my best to approximate 
tour guides’ experiences with the time that I had. I recorded their 
performances, spent time with them while they are not at work, and conducted 
in-depth, semi-guided interviews with them to observe their linguistic 
performances and ideologies. While it is indeed not ideal, I believe that it is 
sufficient.   
I employed a combination of convenience
20
 and snowballing sampling 
methods in recruiting tour guides to serve as informants. Prior to the 
fieldwork, I had wanted to interview five tour guides for every fieldwork site. 
It was surprisingly very difficult to do so. This was compounded by the fact  
that it was difficult to find tour guides who consented to being recorded while 
at work and be interviewed after. Fortunately, I was able to recruit participants 
who agreed with the arrangement, and who even subsequently introduced me 
to other tour guides who were willing to participate in the study too. While I 
was not able to reach the number that I initially wanted, I realized that this was 
not a major issue after all. Tour guides themselves were very mobile—it was 
very common for almost all of my tour guides to have experiences of being 
relocated to different provinces of the Philippines by their travel agencies. For 
instance, I was supposed to observe Johnny in Boracay, but I ended up 
observing him in Manila because he was relocated by his travel agency. This 
20
 Schensul et al. (1999) state that convenience samples, which are data 
collected based on their convenience and accessibility to the researcher, can be 
used “when the research is exploratory or when specific variations in the 
population have little effect on the phenomenon under study” (p. 233). 
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shows that it is not only the discourses of tourism which are always on the 
move, but the agents of tourism as well. Moreover, this might even be 
reflective of the state of the tour guiding industry in the sites, and would 
require further exploration.  
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Table 2. General background of tour guides 




Tour/s Conducted Languages Spoken
22
 
1 Albert M Puerto 
Princesa 
Palawan 8 years Puerto Princesa City 
historical route 
English; Tagalog; basic Cuyonon, 
Bisaya, and Spanish 
2 Herbert M Puerto 
Princesa 
Palawan 13 years Underground River  English, Tagalog, Cuyonon 
3 Nieva F Puerto 
Princesa 
Iloilo 8 months Fireflies and mangroves 
river cruise 
English, Tagalog, Cuyonon, Ilonggo, 
Arabic, basic Ilocano 
4 Sarah F Puerto 
Princesa 
Palawan 3 years Honda Bay, island hopping English, Tagalog, Cuyonon 
21
 This is based on the interviews I conducted during my fieldwork in 2012. 
22
 More detailed explanations of the motivations of tour guides in learning these languages and their respective linguistic competences  can be 
found in Chapters 4 and 5. 
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5 Timmy F Puerto 
Princesa 
Puerto Princesa 2.5 years Underground River English, Tagalog, Cuyonon, Korean, 
basic Nihongo and Vietnamese 
6 Beth F Boracay Davao 1 year Island-wide English, Tagalog, Bisaya, Russian, 
used to know basic French and 
Arabic 
7 Cherry F Boracay Iloilo 1 year Island-wide, spa route English, Tagalog, Ilonggo, basic 
Spanish 
8 Norma F Boracay Aklan 5 years Island-wide English, Tagalog, Bisaya 
9 Charles M Manila Manila 10 years Intramuros historical route, 
downtown Manila 
English, Tagalog, Spanish 









 I delved into three major issues: firstly, their 
overall experiences as tour guides and how they perceive their role in the 
tourism industry; secondly, their linguistic repertoires and language 
ideologies; and thirdly, the challenges, difficulties, and inequalities which they 
experience in the tourism industry. These questions aim to delve into the 
voices of the tour guides—their “capacity for semiotic mobility” (Blommaert, 
2005, p. 69), as it reflects their language ideologies and how they index and 
perform globalization. Prior to the interview, I asked the tour guides which 
language they preferred to use for the interview. Almost all interviews were 
conducted in Taglish,
24
 which is the non-standard mixing of English and 
Tagalog.   
 It is quite evident that I deeply value my interviews with my 
participants because I believe that such interviews reflect a significant part of 
the voices of these individuals. Interviews allow researchers to “capture in 
participants’ own words what they see, believe, and report doing with respect 
to a specific topic” (Schensul et al., 1999, p. 146). This is particularly 
important in understanding how my participants regard the industry they are 
in, and their respective agency in such a super-diverse context. While it is true 
that  interviews and self–reports cannot be relied on all the time because 
23
 A copy of the interview guide can be found in the appendix. This guide is 
minimalist because I intended the interview to be semi-guided and open by 
nature. As Schensul et al. (1999, p. 135) argue, “the apparent looseness of the 
open-ended interview is deceptive; a good ethnographer does extensive 
preparation for such data collection and has developed a set of general 
questions to guide the interview prior to the beginning.”  
24
 Taglish is different from Philippine English. The latter is the recognized 
Philippine variety of English, which has its own systematic features; the 
former merely involves random interchanges between English and Tagalog 
words (mostly involves the insertion of English words in a predominantly 
Tagalog sentence, but not always necessarily so). 
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“people are notoriously unable or unwilling to give accurate accounts of the 
amount of time they spend on various things” (Hymes, 1995, p. 10), my 
interviews become reliable supplements to my ethnographic data. As 
Blommaert and Dong (2010) posit, “it is not just what people tell you, but also 
how they tell it that requires our attention” (p. 43, emphasis original). By 
interviewing participants, I can discover the language ideologies that tour 
guides have in relation to their actual linguistic performances. 
Additional Data Sources 
 In order to have a more macroscopic view of the field and to examine 
the concrete material structures and conditions that surround the tourism 
industry, I supplemented my data with archival data from the DOT, and with 
interviews with government officials. I was privileged to have access to public 
and confidential data alike, which provided me with more insights on the 
perspective of the government on tourism.  
 I also took field notes to ensure that my experiences as a researcher 
about specific experiences during the fieldwork were well accounted for. I was 
able to document a significant number of my perceptions in these field notes, 
which helped me become a reflexive ethnographer. Through these field notes, 
I was able to remind myself that I was part of the field as well, and that I 
needed to incorporate my experiences in the analysis. As Blommaert and 
Dong (2010), following Bourdieu’s (2005) epistemic reflexivity,  argue:  
“in order to be objective one must be subjective (there is no 
alternative to that), and one must be aware of that subjectivity, 
that subjectivity must play a role in the way in which one 
constructs ‘objects’, that is, objective factual accounts of 
events” (p. 66, quotes in original).  
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By being self-aware of my own subjective and personal biases and 
interpretations, I was able to make sense of my ethnographic experience, as 





Linguistic Markets in a Super-diverse Tourism Industry 
 
We live in a world of complex and chaotic and networks. As 
globalization continues to restructure time and space, it simultaneously 
changes boundaries and compositions of communities. Communities should 
no longer be seen as fixed and well-defined spaces; rather, they should be 
viewed as highly dynamic and heterogeneous spaces which are continually 
being altered by globalization. Approaching globalization compels us to 
acknowledge these changes in communities. As Blommaert (2010) argues: 
“…this is the theoretical challenge now: to imagine ways of 
capturing mobile resources, mobile speakers, and mobile 
markets. A sociolinguistics of globalization is a sociolinguistics 
of mobility, and the new marketplace we must seek to 
understand is, consequently, a less clear and transparent and a 
messier one” (p. 28, emphasis original).  
 
 This demands a revisiting of the nature of communities as a unit and 
context of analysis in sociolinguistics. Traditional assumptions on the social 
structures of communities prove to be anachronistic in the context of 
globalization, since phenomena such as migration complicate the nature and 
dynamics of communities (cf. Blommaert, 2010; Vertovec 2010; Blommaert 
and Rampton, 2011). Quite expectedly, the extent of how communities have 
changed is unequal. This makes research on the sociolinguistics of 
globalization interesting—on the one hand, it becomes difficult to set 
expectations on what can be gathered from the field; on the other hand, it 
becomes more intellectually challenging to discover how such rearrangements 
of pre-existing social structures may result in new discourses. 
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When I was conducting my fieldwork in the Philippines, I witnessed 
how the fieldwork sites have changed or are still being changed by 
globalization. Even as a Filipino citizen who was born and raised in the 
Philippines, I was surprised by the dynamism and heterogeneity of resources 
that exist in the tourist spots, which can be attributed to globalization. This can 
be seen in Figure 4 below, which I took during my fieldwork in Boracay.  
 
Figure 4. Filipino waitresses in a Japanese restaurant in Boracay 
 
 This picture is indicative of the globalization of Boracay as a tourist 
spot. It shows four Filipino waitresses of a Japanese restaurant in a localized 
and modern rendition of the Japanese yukata. The Japanese restaurant aims to 
attract local and foreign tourists alike. These waitresses were required to 
memorize Japanese phrases to invite passersby to dine in their restaurant. In 
fact, they had to perform the Japanese “bow” to index their “Japaneseness.” In 
this case, language, alongside other semiotic resources such as their outfits, no 
longer function as mere communicative devices; instead, they are 
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commodified resources that can be used to banally and emblematically 
perform Japaneseness. The resources are not “Japanese” but are mere markers 
of “Japaneseness.”25  
The semiotic construction of Japaneseness is also consistently broken 
in the performances of the waitresses. The waitresses enunciate their Japanese 
script in a Filipino-accented Japanese variety. The yukata has also been 
simplified and modernized to make waitresses more comfortable in the 
tropical weather, and to make it easier for them to move around. As the 
waitresses are not native speakers of Japanese, and are only made to memorize 
the Japanese script, they have to resort to English or Tagalog in talking to their 
customers. Hence, these waitresses perform some semblance of Japaneseness, 
while simultaneously indexing their Filipinoness. This example demonstrates 
the dynamism and heterogeneity of resources and identities in the tourism 
industry.  
 The immediate environment surrounding the waitresses is also 
interesting. Just behind them is a shop that sells “authentic” Filipino souvenir 
items such as accessories and handbags made of indigenous materials, and 
even magnets and key chains which all have “Philippines” or “Boracay” 
engraved on them. Beside this souvenir shop is an internationally renowned 
scuba diving school (see Figure 5 below) which explicitly capitalizes on its 
global status—flags from different countries, English-speaking (e.g. US, 
25
 This is very comparable to Blommaert’s (2010, p. 29-30) discussion of a 
chocolate shop in Japan named Nina’s Derriére, which roughly translates to 
English as “Nina’s Bum.” In the context of Japan, where French is not widely 
spoken, the name can therefore be seen as a semiotic marker of “Frenchness,” 
and not as “French” as we traditionally and linguistically understand it.  
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Canada, UK, Australia) and non-English speaking (e.g. Spain, Finland, 
Sweden) alike, are foregrounded in their promotional poster.  
Figure 5. Scuba diving school 
 
When I asked the manager of the diving school why they decided to 
put these flags on their posters, she explained: 
 
“Well, siyempre gusto mo maging mas marami sila possible 
yung mga flag, para walang mafeel na na-left out sila. 
Kunwari, kahit English naman ang Canada, US, at Australia, 
siyempre ilalagay pa rin naming sila dito para ma-feel nila na 
welcome sila. Pero syempre, target din yung mga hindi talaga 
marunong mag-English gaya ng mga Japanese. So kapag mas 
marami, mas maganda. Parang very international.” 
 
(Translation: Well, of course, you would want to put as many 
flags as possible so that tourists would not feel that they are 
being left out. For example, even if Canada, US, and Australia 
are all English-speaking countries, we still put their flags here 
so that the tourists would feel that they are welcome here. But 
of course, that’s not always the case. We also target those who 
do not speak English, like the Japanese. Essentially, the more 




 The flags in the posters do not simply correspond to the languages of 
instruction that this diving school offers, but also construct a globalized 
identity for the diving school. These flags not only serve as a marketing 
strategy to target the major foreign tour groups that visit Boracay; they 
simultaneously incorporate a degree of globalness into the local setting 
semiotically. As Thurlow and Jaworski (2010) argue, globalization is “not 
only a matter of economic reordering, but also a lifestyle and marketing brand 
to be bought into and sold back to...” the people who are actively involved in it 
(p. 24).  The flags function as semiotic resources that index internationalism 
and cultural identities. This diving school seems to be aware of the semiotic 
capacity of the flags, and actively exploit them to meet their commercial aims, 
such as making foreigners feel more “welcome” and creating an 
“international” brand for themselves. This is exemplified by the decision to 
include a Finnish flag in the poster, despite the small number of Finnish 
tourists who visit Boracay, and the lack of a Finnish-speaking instructor of the 
diving center. In Bourdieu’s (1991) words, these resources have “a certain 
linguistic capital, and a consumer (or a market), and which is capable of 
procuring a certain material or symbolic profit” (p. 503). Hence, this allows 
the diving center to capitalize on the symbolic value of the flags as semiotic 
resources. These choices demonstrate how globalization has influenced the 
marketing choices of the diving school, which are indicative of the trends of 
the Philippine tourism industry as a whole.  
Taken all together, these resources prove how diverse communities 
have become. People, languages, and other semiotic resources are at the peak 
of their mobility, and the tendency for them to coalesce as a community is 
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high. These are old communities and old resources which have been 
reconfigured by the processes of globalization. In fact, since all communities 
have linguistic markets embedded in them, what globalization does is to  
further complicate how such markets operate. Movement, therefore, is an 
important premise of globalization which must be examined. 
While the three fieldwork sites seem to be very chaotic, messy, and 
unpredictable communities, they are also systematically arranged. In this 
chapter, I explore the systematic arrangement of such “messy” and “new” 
(Blommaert, 2010, p. 28) communities. I argue that globalization processes 
create super-diverse communities, which consequently reconfigure the 
linguistic market. I begin my discussion by investigating the processes of 
globalization that instigated the movement of people and their resources, such 
as the current social realities in the Philippines. I then discuss how such social 
realities influence the semiotic construction of the three fieldwork sites as 
globalized spaces. Lastly, I examine the impact of such globalization process 
on the linguistic repertoires of individuals, and conversely, how these 
linguistic repertoires influence such globalization processes. These, I believe, 
allow me to approach and appreciate the fieldwork sites as super-diverse 
communities. 
Towards A Super-diverse Tourism Industry 
 The notion of super-diversity best describes tourist spots as 
communities. Vertovec (2007) views super-diversity as a term that involves 
the “multi-dimensional perspective on diversity” (p. 1026). This perspective  
stresses the importance of moving beyond traditional sociological notions like 
ethnicity as the primary object of inquiry (cf. Glick Schiller et al., 2006) and 
58 
 
the understanding of the relationships of many factors that affect people. It is a 
descriptive concept which takes into account how expected social structures 
and theories such as language, nationality, and religion have become 
unpredictable. This is because of the “new” environments that result from a 
rapid increase of mobility of societies, which have a lot of repercussions on 
individuals, their repertoires, their social positions, and their capacity for 
mobility (Blommaert, 2010; Blommaert and Backus, 2012; Blommaert and 
Rampton, 2011).  
Super-diversity is an inevitable consequence of transnationalism, 
which Vertovec (1999) defines as the “multiple ties and interactions linking 
people or institutions across the borders of nation-states” (p. 447). In view of 
these ties and interactions, the boundaries of communities have become 
porous, dynamic, and blurry. The “diversification of diversity” (Vertovec: 
2007, p. 1025) does not only pose issues on ethnicity or citizenship, “but also 
with respect to a multiplication of significant variables that affect where, how 
and with whom people live.” Movement has implications on the imagination 
of spaces, distribution of resources, and formation of voices of individuals.  
 “Languages,”26 or better yet, linguistic repertoires, are one of the most 
prominent resources that mobile people carry with them. As migrant 
communities move to different spaces and locales, they carry their linguistic 
varieties, repertoires, and ideologies with them. This becomes even more 
26
 I subscribe to the dominant view in the sociolinguistics of globalization (cf. 
Blommaert, 2010)  that the traditional notion of “language” has been 
significantly changed by globalization. “Languages” should no longer be 
viewed as fixed and unified codes; rather, they are very dynamic collections of 
repertoires and varieties. Blommaert (2005) provides a comprehensive 
discussion of the rationale behind such view. 
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salient in the tourism industry, where they are used as economic resources to 
achieve concrete goals, such as the creation of the tourist experience and the 
semiotic construction of tourist destinations (see Heller, 2003; Thurlow and 
Jaworski, 2010). 
With such a restructuring and reconfiguration of resources and 
communities, challenges as to how we approach and understand communities 
also arise. This inevitably forces the sociolinguistic inquiry to a slightly 
different direction. Traditional presuppositions on languages and cultures 
present in communities no longer stand (Blommaert, 2010). Speech 
communities now no longer speak just one identifiable language, but a diverse 
collection of many different languages. As Heller claims (2007), the 
boundaries and constraints of multilingualism are no longer “fixed, natural, 
essentialised or objective” (p. 341). Moreover, many individuals also have a 
diverse set of different linguistic repertoires and competencies. This explains 
why tour guiding companies in Boracay now hire speakers of languages like 
Russian or Korean, which were previously not considered part of the Boracay 
locale; or why tour guides in Palawan now veer away from the use of 
Cuyonon, Palawan’s most dominant language, in favor of languages which 
used to not have any historical or cultural connection with their province, like 
Japanese; or why tour guides in Manila are no longer content with just 
knowing how to speak English, but even aspire to pick up different English 
accents. These, in Pennycook’s (2012) words, are very “unexpected”—
globalization enables and normalizes the surprising surfacing of linguistic 
resources in places where we least expect them, and how we expect such 
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resources to behave. These kinds of changes brought about by globalization 
inevitably affect the linguistic market in these tourist destinations.  
 Yet, these unexpected movements do not happen randomly; on the 
contrary, they are, more often than not, caused by phenomena of the world 
system (Wallerstein, 2004). For example, mass immigration of people happens 
not because people merely decided to settle in different places, but, mostly 
likely, because certain events in the world system affected their decision to do 
so. It is, therefore, important to situate individuals and their repertoires in the 
structure of the world system. At this point, I wish to discuss how super-
diversity takes place in three different levels—the nation, the community, and 
the individual. 
The Level of the Nation: Social Realities of the Philippines 
 The overview I present here is overly simplified because it is always 
difficult to characterize a country and its current socioeconomic conditions. 
What I wish to do at this point is to highlight particular facets of the Philippine 
society which are salient to the tourism industry and the construction of super-
diverse places.  
The Philippines is and has always been a diverse country. As an 
archipelago of more than 7000 islands with hundreds of ethnic groups which 
were unified through a shared history of colonialism
27
 (and post-colonialism), 
it is not unexpected to see this diversity up to now. Despite having an 
“imagined community” (Anderson, 1983) of “the Philippines” as a “country,” 
27
 This is still rather debatable, given that there are some regions in the 
Philippines which do not have a shared history of colonialism, such as the 
Bangsamoro region in Mindanao. 
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Filipinos still tend to identify with such ethnic and regional divides as part of 
being “Filipino,” which complicates the very definition of being “Filipino” 
(see David, 2002). Due to such demographic and cultural diversity, it is logical 
to assume that social variables and resources are also as diverse, such as 
languages. The Philippines is one of the most linguistically diverse countries 
in the world, being ranked as the 26
th
 in the world with its 192 living 
languages (Ethnologue, 2013). This number does not even take into account 
language varieties.  
Despite such diversity, the Philippines, in my view, is not a super-
diverse country. The national rhetoric of “Filipinoness” still overpowers 
regional and provincial borders, and such borders are not in a state of flux. The 
diverse linguistic boundaries still gravitate towards eight major language 
groups, which are also somewhat geographically conditioned. However, I also 
argue that the Philippines has spaces which are super-diverse—its economic 
and cultural centers, such as Manila, its capital city; Cebu, the regional center 
of Visayas (a group of islands in Central Philippines); and Davao, the regional 
center in Mindanao (a group of islands in Southern Philippines) are such prime 
examples. Some other cities which have been experiencing an economic boom 
also exhibit varying degrees of super-diversity, such as Baguio and Naga in 
Northern Philippines, Bohol in Central Philippines, and Cagayan de Oro and 
General Santos in Southern Philippines. These places have become sites of 
mass global and local migration, which have been made possible by 
globalization, such as the globalization of labor (e.g. the boom of  Business 
Process Outsourcing (BPO), which includes the call center industry). In these 
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places, people from different ethnic, linguistic, historical, and even religious 
backgrounds converge, bringing their linguistic repertoires along with them. 
The ASEAN Economic Community 
The biggest socioeconomic pressure that the Philippines faces 
currently is the 2015 ASEAN Economic Community (AEC). The AEC aims to 
create a single and unified ASEAN market and production force through free 
trade agreements (see Chirathivat and Srisangnam, 2013). This, consequently, 
would result in specific policy changes, such as the waiving of (selected) 
employment visa requirements for its professional nationals,
28
 and the further 
competitiveness of the international tourism industry due to proposed further 
relaxation of visa requirements.
29
 Such a massive change in the economic 
landscape of the Philippines, ASEAN, and even in the larger world-system 
logically implies rapid movements of people, from ASEAN nationals to non-
ASEAN tourists, and the resources that they carry with them. 
The AEC can be seen as a major driving force in changing many 
national policies of the Philippines. After all, the Philippine government has to 
make radical choices in order to create a competitive advantage for itself. To 
do so, the government has adopted several neoliberal and internationalized 
policies, which were, in a way, controversial in light of the calls for 
nationalization of state resources from many members of civil society.  
28
 The Philippines has already signed eight individual mutual recognition 
agreements with ASEAN countries to allow its professional workers to freely 
work in ASEAN, such as engineers, doctors, dentists, nurses, surveyors, 
architects, and accountants. 
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One of the earliest projects of President Benigno Simeon Aquino, 
current president of the Philippines, was to rename and reorganize the “Build, 
Operate, and Transfer Center” to “Public-Private Partnerships Center” (PPPC). 
This was a clear indication of the government’s high regard for public-private 
partnerships (Legal Framework, 2013). This is also relevant to the creation of 
super-diverse communities because its major projects primarily deal with 
public goods and services, such as transportation (Program Overview, 2013). 
Among the major projects of the PPPC are the creation of the Daanghari-
SLEX Link Road, which links Metro Manila to the suburban province of 
Cavite; the NAIA Expressway Project, which aims to make the country’s 
biggest airport more accessible; and the Cavite-Laguna Expressway, which 
aims to develop the two suburban provinces as new hubs of commerce (List of 
PPP Projects, 2013). These projects simultaneously aim to make travel to 
Manila easier, which can potentially result in Manila being more super-
diverse; and to decongest Manila by developing other places, which may 
potentially result in the creation of other super-diverse places as an alternative 
to Manila. Moreover, the PPPC also deals with projects concerning the 
operation and maintenance of many airports, such as the Mactan-Cebu, Bohol, 
and Laguindingan airports. This certainly plays a part to revitalize the 
economies of these places. This, of course, also entails movements of people 
and resources. 
Educational Policies 
Closely related to the neoliberal policies above are the educational 
policies of the government. For instance, Aquino’s landmark legislation of RA 
64 
 
10533 or the “Enhanced Basic Education Act of 2013”, which “places the 
country’s basic education curriculum on par with international standards” by 
adding two more years of secondary education, also includes a provision of 
the Mother Tongue-Based Multilingual Education (MTB-MLE). This requires 
schools to use the mother tongue of their communities in the first three years 
of primary education—a radical shift from the previous English-based 
medium of instruction in schools. With the primary aim of improving the 
proficiency of students and a secondary aim of promoting and preserving the 
use of other Philippine languages in the educational setting, this governmental 
legislation accommodates the diversity of Philippine languages in a 
standardized educational system. In a way, more languages are given more 
educational spaces to thrive in. This affects many schools and communities. 
Additionally, the government has also been streamlining its state 
universities and colleges (SUCs). While the budget for SUCs has been 
increased by the government, it will be channeled into the leading SUC. This 
comes at the expense of smaller SUCs which may consequently even be shut 
down. Unsurprisingly, these leading SUCs are in the economic hubs of the 
Philippines. As a result, the movement of students may change, because many 
of them will have to relocate to cities like Manila, Cebu, and Davao, instead of 
studying in the SUCs in their home communities. This would then reaffirm the 
super-diverse composition of the said cities.  
Priority Growth Areas 
The government has also explicitly identified five priority growth 
areas. These are: BPO, tourism, agriculture and fisheries, emerging industries, 
and innovation industries (see Jiao, 2012). The government made it easier for 
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these industries to get additional funding, and also compelled universities to 
focus on these industries. This can be seen in the table below, which 
summarizes the amount of funding (in terms of Maintenance, Other Operating 
Expenses, and Capital Outlay) that the government gives its SUCs to develop 
the five priority growth areas. 
 
Table 3. Priority Growth Areas 
Sector MOOE (in PHP) Capital Outlay (in PHP) Total (in PHP) 
1. BPO 125,000,000  125,000,000 
2. Tourism  25,000,000 80,000,000 105,000,000 
3. Agri/Fish 25,000,000 90,000,000 115,000,000 
4. Emerging  25,000,000 80,000,000 105,000,000 
5. Innovation 50,000,000  50,000,000 
Total 250,000,000 250,000,000 500,000,000 
 
 The inclusion of BPO and tourism in the priority growth areas of the 
government are reflective of the globalization of the Philippine economy. 
These industries have never been regarded with the same level of importance 
by the previous governments. The current administration even believes that 
the BPO industry can create “next wave cities” (Joint Circular No. 1, s. 2012, 
2012, p.  2)—or cities which will be the new hubs of commerce. To 
complement this, the Technical Education and Skills Development Authority 
(TESDA) and the Business Processing Association of the Philippines (BPAP) 
launched a PHP 25M training program for the trainers of call centers, 
alongside a scholarship fund of PHP 7M for students to train in the BPO 
industry. These, like other projects related to the BPO industry, are channeled 
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into the centers of development in the country (Tubadeza, 2012). As a result, 
people are incentivized to venture into these industries, and therefore move to 
city centers around the country. 
 All of these examples demonstrate how forces of globalization 
influence national policies of the Philippines, which have the potential to 
transform “diversity” to “super-diversity.” These policies at the national level 
can alter the current socioeconomic dynamics of the Philippines by 
influencing the movements of people and the spaces that contain such 
movement. Understanding how globalization functions on a macro-level 
provides adequate grounding and context to specific communities and 
individuals. 
The Community: Indexing Localness and Globalness  
 As tourism has been identified as one of the priority areas of the 
government, tourist destinations are expected to become even more super-
diverse. The government aims to improve the country’s tourism hotspots while 
simultaneously developing  new tourist destinations. In 2012, the government 
allotted PHP 182.2B to tourism infrastructure projects (VS, 2012), which will 
be used to construct highways and airports, renovate existing ones, and 
preserve heritage sites. The DOT also set international tourist arrivals targets 
of 5.5M by 2013, 6.8M in 2014 (Cerda, 2013), and 10M by 2016 (Ortiguero, 
2013)—the largest targets ever set by the Department. In light of these 
aggressive policies on tourism, and the tighter competition with other 
Southeast Asian countries due to the AEC, tourist destinations are being 
recreated to cater to a more internationalized and diverse market. Campaigns 
were officially launched in countries which the DOT wants to further its 
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market in, such as the United Kingdon, Russia, India, and Saudi Arabia 
(Geronimo, 2012). Hence, tourist destinations like Boracay, Manila, and 
Palawan are being recreated in order to anticipate the expected influx of 
tourists in the coming years. While this preparation mostly involves concrete 
facilities such as roads and airports, it also involves a semiotic reimagining of 
these places. Branding, after all, is a crucial element in the construction of 
tourist destinations as places.  
 Tourist destinations are special places. Place, as defined by Entrikin 
(1991, p. 10), can be defined not just as “the relative location of objects in the 
world” but also as “the meaningful context of human interaction.” This is 
consistent with Tuan’s (1974, p. 213) view that “place is not only a fact to be 
explained in the broader frame of space, but it is also a reality to be clarified 
and understood from the perspectives of the people who have given it 
meaning.” The social dimension becomes particularly important in tourism, 
where the participation and interaction of individuals actively influence the 
construction of places. Many semiotic constructions occur in tourist 
destinations because of the semiotic nature of tourism (see Jaworski and 
Thurlow, 2010a; 2010b; Thurlow and Jaworski, 2010). As an industry, 
“tourism exemplifies a semiotically embedded service because, like 
advertising and marketing, a key part of what is actually produced and 
consumed in tourism is the semiotic context of the service” (Jaworski and 
Thurlow, 2010a, p. 257). Just like any other form of space which is 
hierarchically structured and ordered into different scales (Blommaert et al., 
2005), tourist destinations are expected to reconcile the global and local 
scales. After all, places are “as much ideological as it is physical—or more 
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accurate, that place is an idealization of the physical” (Eckert, 2004, p. 108; 
see also Johnstone, 2004).  
 Globalization simultaneously serves as context of and resource for the 
construction of tourist destinations as places. Because of the national policies 
and conditions mentioned above, tourist destinations are now being recreated 
to be more responsive to globalization—by stylizing them as global yet local 
places. Such stylization contributes to the reconfiguration of their linguistic 
market, which consequently contributes to their super-diversity. 
Indexing Globalness 
 Out of the three fieldwork sites, Boracay is the site that is stylized most 
as a global place. While the island itself is in a “peripheral” (see Wallerstein, 
1974) province of the Philippines, as it is not the center of development as 
compared to core cities like Manila, it has become a cosmopolitan island, 
which rivals Manila in terms of diversity. The place appears to be a bricolage 







Figure 6. Hobbit House          Figure 7. Eiffel Tower replica 
           
Figure 8. Flags in a pub          Figure 9. Flag promo sign 
           
The Hobbit House (Figure 6) and the Eiffel Tower replica (Figure 7) 
are located in the central part of Boracay, where most restaurants, nightlife, 
and shopping places can be found. The Hobbit House has gained popularity in 
Boracay because of its unconventional idea of hiring midgets (hence, the 
“hobbit” theme) as service crew. While the restaurant serves international 
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cuisines which are pretty common in the Philippines (e.g. Italian, American), 
its beer selection is much more extensive. This becomes the competitive 
advantage of the restaurant because most restaurants in Boracay only serve 
Philippine beers. While this can be construed as a marketing strategy, this can 
also be considered an attempt to respond to the globalizing context of the 
tourism industry in Boracay. This is more evident in the construction of the 
Eiffel Tower (Figure 7) replica of another restaurant near The Hobbit House. 
Given that this restaurant does not even include French cuisine in their 
selection, this replica then indexes Frenchness, or even globalness, in a 
semiotic sense.  
Figures 8 and 9 were both taken from the restaurant of a hotel adjacent 
to the central part of Boracay. While this area is not the center of most of the 
commercial and tourist activities in Boracay, it is popular among tourists 
because it has the widest and arguably the best beachfront area. Similar to 
Figure 7, the flags in Figures 8 and 9 also index globalness. Figure 9, for 
instance, implies that tourists should enter the restaurant with an expectation 
that the flags of their country of origin will be included in the pub—as though 
saying that the pub is global enough to accommodate customers from all over 
the world—to the point that tourists can even ask for a free drink if this was 
not the case.   
The figures above show globalization serves as a context (i.e. the 
underlying motivations of such choices are based on Boracay’s globalized 
tourism market) and resource (i.e. tool for stylization) for the construction of 
Boracay as a global place. The multimodal (see Kress and Van Leeuwen, 
1996; 2001) realizations of the semiotic resources in Boracay reflect the 
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underlying aspirations of the tourism industry to construct Boracay as a global 
place. This reinforces the idea that “globalization is, in effect, a sales pitch, 
and the ‘global citizen’ is both role-model and myth…” (Thurlow and 
Jaworski, 2010, p. 46). Hence, globalization becomes a goal that has to be 
achieved through semiotic constructions.  
These semiotic resources are complemented by linguistic markers. In 
Boracay, guided tours in English and Tagalog are rare. Yet guided tours in 
many different languages, including those which do not share a historical or 
cultural connection with the Philippines, such as Russian, Korean, or 
Taiwanese Mandarin, are available. Even if tour guides like Cherry or Beth 
still value English as the “international language” in Boracay, the tour guiding 
industry seems to suggest otherwise. Beth, for example, considers making her 
teenage daughter study other foreign languages so that she can use them if she 
ends up working in the tourism industry as well. This is consistent with what 
the manager of the diving centre told me: 
“Global na global na kasi dito sa Boracay. Hindi kami parang 
katulad ng ibang tourist spots. Dito, nag-advance na kami by 
concentrating sa mga ibang languages. Tuloy-tuloy na yan.” 
 
(Translation: It’s because Boracay is actually very global now. 
We are different from other tourist spots. Here, we have 
already advanced by concentrating on other languages [instead 
of English and Tagalog]. It’s a trend that is likely to continue.) 
  
This affirms the marketing strategy of using flags to index globalness 
in the poster of the diving centre. The manager of the diving centre seems to 
have, to a certain extent, self-awareness on the effectiveness of indexing the 
global scale as a marketing strategy. She claims that the use of foreign 
languages makes Boracay “very global,” and simultaneously differentiates 
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Boracay from other Philippine tourist destinations. This shows that foreign 
languages carry with them a degree of globalness. 
The scenario in Intramuros and Puerto Princesa are rather different. 
While both Intramuros and Puerto Princesa, especially Intramuros which is 
located in the capital of the Philippines, are frequented by many international 
tourists, they have different social realities that influence how their linguistic 
market operates. In the case of Intramuros, there is a higher burden to 
reconcile the global and the local due to its nature as a heritage site.  Contrary 
to the misconception that heritage sites are restricted to local resources 
because of their obligation to provide authenticity, these places actually use a 
vibrant set of global resources as well. 
A mix of English, Spanish, and Tagalog signs can be found in 
Intramuros. All the signs around Intramuros are predominantly in English with 
a mix of some Spanish and Tagalog words (see Figure 10 below) in order to 
cater to the international tourist market. 
 
Figure 10. English sign outside the Rizal Shrine in Intramuros 
 
Tourists have an even more diverse set of languages. The languages 
used in tour groups are predominantly English, except for tour groups from 
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non-English speaking countries, like Estonia and Korea,
30
 which usually bring 
their own interpreters who translate the English tour speeches of the local tour 
guides. While the diversity of languages seems to be rather limited in 
Intramuros, the diversity of varieties is not. Because most tour guides use 
English in their tours for international tourists, they are expected and trained to 
know different varieties, registers, and styles of English. This is another form 
of super-diversity—Intramuros seems to be a “market of accents” (Blommaert, 
2009) instead of a market of many different languages.  
A similar trend of focusing on English as an indexical marker of 
globalness can be seen in Palawan. Given its status as a relatively new tourist 
spot, Puerto Princesa is only starting to be constructed as a global place. Much 
of the cosmopolitan development is concentrated in the city centre, where 
most government offices, bars, restaurants, and shopping malls are located. 
These are still limited compared to Manila or Boracay, understandably so 
since the development of Puerto Princesa as a leading Philippine tourist 
destination is only at its inception. For example, the number and cost of flights 
to the city have only started to become more accessible in the past ten years. 
Unlike Boracay where global resources are evident, there is a dearth in the 
semiotic resources that index globalness in Palawan. For instance, there seems 
to be no fixed establishments and emplaced signs in the actual tourist 
destinations (e.g. Honda Bay islands, Puerto Princesa Underground River) due 
to the strict policies on environmental preservation of the local government. 
Moreover, the tour guiding industry is still in its early years, which explains 
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why the languages available are still limited to English and Tagalog. There are 
many Philippine languages widely spoken in Palawan, such as Cuyonon (the 
native language of Puerto Princesa), Ilocano, and Bisaya (due to migration). 
However, these languages do not have much utility in a globalizing tourism 
industry because their clienteles are neither significantly sizable nor viable. 
What is particularly interesting in the tourism industry in Palawan is 
that most tours are conducted in English, even if they are for Filipino tourists. 
This is something that the government encourages as well through the 
municipal tour guide training and accreditation system. All the tour guides in 
Palawan, that I have interviewed, all believe that English—or  more 
accurately, Standard Philippine English—remains the most viable language in 
their industry. It can be said that Palawan is the least super-diverse fieldwork 
site in this study due to the rather limited languages and varieties which are 
significantly used in the tourism industry. 
Indexing Localness 
 Stylizing tourist destinations as global places is important in the 
tourism industry because it makes places more accessible to international 
tourists. However, tourist destinations cannot be merely global because 
tourists will always look for the local, the different, and the authentic (Urry, 
2002). Because of this, destinations are equally compelled to employ semiotic 
resources that would effectively index localness. Localness can actually be 
utilized as a “commodity” (Johnstone, 2004, p. 73; see also Bell, 1999; Heller, 
2003; Thurlow and Jaworski, 2010).  
The three fieldwork sites use different semiotic resources to look local. 
In Intramuros, for instance, conscious effort is exerted to make it more local 
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than the rest of Manila. This includes making security guards wear uniforms 
inspired by the guardias civil (translation: civil guards) of the Spanish era, and 
even the use of calesas (translation: horse carriages) as a mode of 
transportation (see Figure 11 below). The place aims to provide a historical 
respite in the concrete jungle of Manila; hence, Intramuros is  stylized as a 
contrast to what can be found in the rest of Manila. Most of the locations and 
buildings in Intramuros are deliberately referred to in their old Spanish names 
(such as Ayuntamiento, which is now the Bureau of Treasury) even if they 
already have new names in Tagalog or English. Newer establishments, except 
those which are franchises of bigger international brands like McDonald’s or 
local chain Max’s Fried Chicken, tend to use Spanish-sounding names, such as 
the museum Casa Manila (translation: “Manila House”). These choices index 
a direct connection with the country’s Spanish past, which has become an 
integral element of the local culture.  
 
Figure 11. Calesas (horse carriages) in Intramuros 
 
Spanish, a language that is no longer widely spoken in the Philippines, 
seems  to be getting some currency in Intramuros, albeit in a very limited and 
emblematic sense. While it is used as a semiotic resource to index 
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“Spanishness”—or more accurately, “Spanish-era Filipinoness”—(akin to the 
indexing of “Japaneseness” in Boracay as seen in Figure 1), it is not 
sufficiently influential to be used by those who work in the tourism frontline. 
While Spanish is not “important” enough to be fully revitalized and 
commodified in Intramuros (in contrast to Heller’s (2003) work on the 
commodification of minority languages in francophone Canada), it 
simultaneously functions as “a marker of ethnonational identity” and history. 
Unsurprisingly, Philippine languages and varieties are occasionally used by 
the tour guides in order to evoke localness. 
 In Puerto Princesa, localness is constructed by linking aspects of 
Philippine culture to the tourist destinations, like religion, history, and ways of 
living. The government-approved route for the city tour, for instance, is a tour 
of the major historical and religious institutions in the city centre. The 
standardized tour in the Puerto Princesa Undergroud River includes 
discussions on history and religion, as can be seen from the tour guides’ 
speech on the founding and development of the river as a tourist spot, as well 
as the comparisons of cave formations to biblical characters and animals 
endemic to the Philippines, like the tarsier and the Philippine eagle. Lastly, 
Boracay appears to be the place that does not construct localness as much, 
which is perhaps due to the lack of heritage and historical sites in the island.  
Globalness, Localness, and Super-diversity 
 Constructing tourist destinations as global and local places contributes 
to their super-diversity. While the global and local scales are full of linguistic 
and semiotic resources that can be used to construct places, the access to those 
resources is what makes the configuration of these communities different. In 
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the examples above, the construction of places becomes different based on the 
social (and geographical) locations that they are in, as well as the resources 
that they can use. On the one hand, Boracay does not need to index localness 
as much as the other destinations because of its lack of heritage and cultural 
aspects, but is required to compensate for what it lacks locally by being global. 
On the other hand, Intramuros and Puerto Princesa are obligated by their 
history and culture to use more local than global resources. Such material 
structures and conditions of the communities affect super-diversity, because 
they set standards of legitimacy of resources. Moreover, they also set the 
grounds for which resources that individuals can use within the places. 
The Individual: The Truncated Repertoires of Tour Guides 
Tour guides are the primary mediating agent between tourists and the 
local communities. This important role puts the tour guides in a unique 
position that allows them to directly influence the “tourist gaze”—or the 
tourist’s expectations of authenticity when entering the realm of local tourist 
destinations (Urry, 2002).  As a result, it is obligatory for tour guides to ensure 
that they are able to bridge the local (destination) to the global (tourist), in 
order to effectively create the touristic experience (cf. Bruner, 2005; Leslie 
and Russell, 2006). They are compelled to reconcile the local and global 
realities that they are in; hence, tour guides are expected to have a diverse set 
of linguistic repertoires.  
The tour guides demonstrate the nature and extent of multilingualism 
in a globalized setting. Their linguistic repertoires are diverse due to many 
factors, such as their ethnicity and citizenship, personal relationships, 
education and formal training, work experience, and passion to learn. Because 
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of their different backgrounds, it is unsurprising that their linguistic repertoires 
also vary. This is similar to Bourdieu’s (1991) notion of the linguistic habitus, 
which is a set of linguistic dispositions, norms, and values which individuals 
continually develop through everyday activities. 
These variations call for a revisiting of the notions of 
“multilingualism” and “linguistic competence” (Blommaert, 2005; Blommaert 
et al., 2005; Blommart, 2010; Blommaert and Rampton, 2011; Blommaert and 
Backus, 2013). There is a high likelihood for individuals, especially those who 
are greatly affected by globalization processes such as migration, to have 
“truncated” repertoires (Blommaert, et al., 2005)—which are a product of the 
combinations of “highly specific ‘bits’ of language and literacy varieties” that 
mirrors “the fragmented and highly diverse life-trajectories and environments 
of such people” (Blommaert, 2010, p. 8). It is also highly likely for individuals 
to have different degrees of competence in the different “languages” that they 
have in their repertoires because of their different backgrounds. 
 This is why it is important to shift the focus of multilingualism from 
the mere identification of “languages” that an individual knows, to the 
examination of their level of competence in their linguistic repertoires. To 
Blommaert and Backus (2013), there are four large categories of competence 
can be used in examining the multilingualism of individuals. These are: 
1. “maximum competence,” which is achieved when “oral as 
well as literacy skills [are] distributed over a variety of 
genres, registers and styles, both productively and 
receptively;” 
2. “partial competence,” which is achieved when an 
individual has “well developed skills” but still do not cover 
the same level of effectiveness of maximum competence; 
3. “minimal competence,” which is achieved when one “can 
adequately produce and/or understand a limited number of 
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messages from certain languages, confined to a very 
restricted range of genres and social domains;” and  
4. “recognizing competence,” which is achieved when one 
can only recognize features of a language presented to them 
(p. 17-18). 
 
The tour guides in this study exhibit different levels of competence in 
different linguistic repertoires. I used three standards in categorizing them into 
the different categories of competence: first, their self-assessment of their 
language skills (e.g. when Johnny said that he is excellent in speaking, 
listening, writing, and reading in English); second, their experiences based on 
their narratives (e.g. when Beth said that there was a time when Russians did 
not understand her completely due to pronunciation); and third, my own 
ethnographic perceptions (cf. Blommaert et al., 2005, p. 199) of their skills 
when I was interacting with them, such as when I was interviewing them or 
watching them on the job. While this method of classification may have 
issues, such as the difficulty of classifying repertoires into discrete 
competences or the possible conflicts among their self-assessment and 
experiences and my own perceptions of their competences, I believe that this, 
nonetheless, helps us understand the linguistic repertoires of the tour guides.  
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Table 4. Linguistic Repertoires and Competence of Tour Guides 
No Pseudonym Site Maximum Partial Minimal Recognizing 
1 Albert Palawan Tagalog (learned from home, 
where it was used as lingua 
franca by his parents who speak 
many other Philippine 
languages),  English (learned 
from home, school, and other 
everyday interactions) 
Cuyonon 
(learned from the 
community, since this is 
the dominant language 
of Palawan) 
Bisaya 





2 Herbert Palawan Tagalog, English (both learned 
from home, school, and other 
everyday interactions) 
 Cuyonon (learned from the 
Palawan community) 
 
3 Nieva Palawan Ilonggo (learned from home; English (learned from Ilocano (learned from her  
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her family is from Iloilo which 
is why they use Ilonggo), 
Tagalog (learned from home, 
school, and other everyday 
interactions) 
home, school, and other 
everyday interactions), 
Arabic (learned from 
working as a domestic 
helper in Saudi Arabia 
for two years) 
husband and his family who 
are native speakers of 
Ilocano), Cuyonon (learned 
from the Palawan community) 
4 Sarah Palawan Tagalog (learned from home, 
school, and other everyday 
interactions) 
English (learned from 
school), Cuyonon 
(learned from the 
Palawan community) 
  
5 Timmy Palawan Tagalog, English, and Cuyonon 
(all learned from home, school, 
and other everyday 
 Korean, Japanese (both 
learned from online materials 
and formal language school) 
Vietnamese 




interactions) community where 
her father used to 
work) 
6 Beth Boracay Tagalog and Bisaya (both 
learned from home, school, and 
other everyday interactions) 
English (learned from 
home, school, and other 
everyday interactions) 
and Russian (learned in 
Russia where she 
completed her 
undergraduate degree) 
 French and Arabic 





7 Cherry Boracay Tagalog and Ilonggo (both 
learned from home, school, and 
other everyday interactions) 
English (learned from 
home, school, and other 
everyday interactions) 





8 Norma Boracay Tagalog and Bisaya (both 
learned from home, school, and 
other everyday interactions) 
English (learned from 
home, school, and other 
everyday interactions) 
  
9 Charles Manila Tagalog, English, and Spanish 
(all learned from home, school, 
and other everyday 
interactions) 
   
10 Johnny Manila Tagalog and English (both 
learned from home, school, and 
other everyday interactions) 




 The table above is a rough sketch of the linguistic repertoires and the 
multilingualism of tour guides. The linguistic repertoires of the tour guides 
reflect some aspects of their upbringing and backgrounds. One of the most 
salient points in the table is the maximum competence of everyone in Tagalog, 
the national language of the Philippines.
31
  This is unsurprising, since Tagalog 
still remains as the lingua franca of the Philippines, and is one of the most 
widely used languages in the Philippines.  Moreover, the tour guides are from 
places where Tagalog has a high penetration rate among local families due to 
the lack of collective resistance against its use.
32
 In contrast, English, the other 
official language of the Philippines, ranges from maximum to partial 
competence. This is mostly based on how much it is used in the domains of 
tour guides. While some use English on an everyday basis and also feel 
confident about their competence in it, other tour guides feel otherwise. 
 The table also shows that tour guides who are from or who work in 
provinces which speak a Philippine language other than Tagalog tend to speak 
more Philippine languages, as compared to those who are from Manila, where 
only Tagalog and English are the dominant languages. All the tour guides 
from Palawan include Cuyonon in their repertoires regardless where they are 
from, which shows how dominant Cuyonon is in Palawan. This is different 
from the tour guides in Boracay, who did not pick up Aklanon, the native 
31
 “Filipino” is the national language of the Philippines. It is supposed to be a 
Tagalog-based language which includes borrowings of phonological, lexical, 
and grammatical structures of the country. In this study, I refer to “Tagalog” 
as the national language of the Philippines, which reflects my personal 
position on the Tagalog/Filipino debate. 
32
 There are still many places in the Philippines which are aversive to the 
dominance of Tagalog, like the province of Cebu. In these places, it is quite 
common to use English as a lingua franca instead of Tagalog. This will be 
discussed in greater detail in the next chapter. 
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language of Boracay. As Beth says, there was no compelling reason for her to 
pick up Aklanon because Boracay is a very “global” place where locals tend to 
use Tagalog and English in addition to Aklanon. Hence, she did not feel the 
need to learn Aklanon. 
 The individual backgrounds and experiences of the tour guides also 
shaped their linguistic repertoires. Charles and Beth, for example, include 
Spanish and Bisaya, respectively, in their repertoires because of their family 
backgrounds. Work and travel experiences also play a part, such as in the case 
of  Nieva who picked up Arabic when she worked in Saudi Arabia for two 
years, learned Ilocano through her husband and his family, and also learned 
Cuyonon by working in Palawan. In some cases, the tour guides’ general 
interest for learning also becomes a reason for expanding their repertoires, 
such as Timmy who studied Korean and Japanese out of passion (cf. Dörnyei 
and Csizér, 2005). Such experiences are relevant to the uneven distribution of 
linguistic repertoires among tour guides who live in the same country, or even 
in the same locality. Indeed, the differences of their personal backgrounds and 
experiences account for the stratified distribution (Blommaert, 2010, p. 12) of 
the resources that make up their repertoires.  
 This also presents us with a challenge—how do we make sense of such 
multilingualism? For instance, while it is easy to say that different experiences 
lead to different repertoires and competences, it is difficult to explain why 
similar experiences do not necessarily result in similar repertoires and 
competences. To further illustrate this, why is it that they have maximum 
competence in Tagalog yet varying competence in English, despite the 
similarities of their educational system and social circumstances? This 
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demonstrates why the sociolinguistics of globalization should focus, not just 
on fixed social structures, but also on the situations around individuals that 
enable or disable them to acquire, utilize, or even expand their repertoires. As 
Blommaert et al. (2005, p. 205) argue: 
“…knowledge of language is rooted in situation and 
dynamically distributed across individuals as they engage in 
practices. This position begins from an old sociolinguistic 
insight: that how people use language is strongly influenced by 
the situation in which they find themselves.” 
 
The multilingualism of the tour guides reflects two things about the 
nature of their communities as spaces, which are “semiotic sources from 
which all kinds of indexical meanings can be derived” (p. 203). Spaces can be 
characterized in two ways: first, as being “already there before any activity 
begins and as designed to routinely embody the triggers for certain activities 
and courses of action to typically unfold”; and second, as sources which are 
“inhabited, appropriated, shaped and (re)configured by occupants for the 
purposes of and during social activities.” (p. 206, emphasis original). Hence, 
their communities are not merely spaces that shape their repertoires, but are 
also spaces that they can alter depending on whatever goals they may have. 
Just like how Nieva switches from Tagalog to Bisaya when she feels it is 
necessary to “wake up bored tourists”;33 or how Charles deliberately delivers 
some parts of his spiel in Spanish to create forms of pastiche or parody 
(Jameson, 1984)
34
 of the role of the Spaniards in Philippine history, tour 
33
 This will be discussed in greater detail in the next chapter. 
34
 Jameson (1984; 1991) discusses pastiche and parody to illustrate the 
relationship of postmodernism and the past. Both pastiche and parody are 
imitations and re-appropriations of existing (art)works. However, they differ 
in their objectives: while pastiche celebrates existing works, parody mocks 
them. This will be discussed in greater detail in the next chapter. 
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guides can reconfigure the default values of their repertoires as agentive 
members of the spaces where they are in. They can assign values to linguistic 
resources that they have in their repertoires which could have been potentially 
rendered “useless” under “normal” circumstances as part of their agentive role 
in the creation of communities as spaces (cf. Heller 2003), which is common 
in tourism.  
 The “languages” enumerated above also require further introspection. 
Languages are actual and not abstract systems which are never devoid of 
variations when used (Blommaert, 2005). Variations play a significant role in 
the creation of super-diverse spaces. Almost all the tour guides are able to 
switch between varieties in most of the languages that they speak. One 
example of this can be seen in the following excerpt of my interview with 
Johnny: 
“… we speak moderate English that can be understood, but 
sometimes there are things, there are English we can’t get. So 
we have to repeat it again… You have to make use of your 
language—so simple, the grammar, and so moderate. So 
likewise in other nationalities to like the Vietnamese  and the 
Indonesians you know. You have to adjust. So in my own 
personal opinion as a tour guide, English is a flexible language. 
Flexible and adaptable depending on the audience.” 
  
Johnny believes that languages are “flexible” resources that can be 
“adjusted” when the situation requires it. The excerpt above illustrates an 
instance of linguistic accommodation (Giles, et al., 1991). He also claims to 
unconsciously adopt different varieties of English such as the British accent, 
but he consciously reverts to his Philippine accent when he realizes it: 
 “…I don’t mimic the Americans because I don’t like the way 
they talk you know. The American language is you know is 
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really “well, you know...”35 The British rather, napapagaya ka 
(translation: you unconsciously mimic them). Sometimes, you 
have an inclination to adapt, but for a while.” 
 
 This shows how super-diversity does not only manifest in the 
macrosocial levels of the nation and the community, but also on the level of 
the individual. 
Languages, Environments, and the World System 
 The discussion above as to how super-diversity can be observed in the 
levels of the nation, community, and individual is crucial in the assessment of 
the current state of the linguistic market in the Philippine tourism industry. 
Blommaert (2005, p. 14) emphasized the importance of understanding how 
“language operates differently in different environments,” especially in 
investigating the context and motivations behind their use.  
 Spaces influence, or sometimes even determine, legitimate forms of 
semiotic resources (Blommaert, 2005). In the discussion above, I highlighted 
how super-diversity changes the landscape and linguistic market of the three 
tourist destinations in this study. The demands of the social realities at the 
national, community, and individual level influence what linguistic resources 
can be used in a particular environment. As Blommaert et al. argue (2005), 
“people have varying language abilities—repertoires and skills with 
languages—but […] the function and value of those repertoires and skills can 
change as the space of language contact changes” (p. 211, emphasis original). 
35
 He said this in his version of “American accent,” which I personally thought  
was quite convincing.  
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However, spaces can be changed as well. As Jaworski and Thurlow 
(2010b) argue, spaces, after all, are “modified by people’s semiotic behavior” 
(p. 9).  As spaces provide numerous semiotic resources, they allow people to 
get around different scales—using their repertoires and their respective 
indexicalities to also change their environments. 
It is true that the standards for defining the degree of super-diversity of 
a specific space can be subjective and arbitrary. There will always be difficult 
questions, such as how to demarcate diversity from super-diversity, or even 
how diverse should a place be in order to be considered “super-diverse.” 
However, this does not mean that the notion of super-diversity should not be 
further investigated. Globalization is about gradients and extents; hence, an 
analysis of super-diversity should therefore be viewed similarly. Super-
diversity still remains a good starting point in the study of the sociolinguistics 
of globalization. 
As such, analyzing how communities have changed to super-diverse 
communities becomes a very meaningful task. It is only with such an analysis 
that we sufficiently understand the changing social norms and linguistic 
market of the said communities. Super-diversity presents new possible 
reconfigurations of highly multilingual societies, and new resources for 
individuals to negotiate existing social relations. It presents many new avenues 
to articulate and contest inequality. While it is true that super-diversity allows 
individuals to significantly increase the permutations of existing inequalities, it 
simultaneously gives individuals avenues and opportunities for mobility. This 





Structures of Inequality and Possibilities of Mobility 
  
 While the previous chapter focused on the role of globalization in the 
transformation of the Philippine tourism industry as a collection of super-
diverse spaces, this chapter examines the different forms of inequality and 
opportunities for mobility that occur in these super-diverse spaces.   
 In the super-diverse tourism industry, tour guides need to fulfill two 
major functions: first, they need to manage highly internationalized and 
multilingual groups of tourists; second, they need to assist in the construction 
of the tourist gaze (Urry, 2002) by effectively bridging the gap between the 
global (i.e. the scale where the tourists belong) and the local (i.e. the scale 
where the tourist destination and experience are situated). Hence, tour guides 
need to have access to various semiotic resources which they can use to index 
social values. They also have to be aware of the values of such resources, 
based on their competence, emotional affinity, and utility to the tourism 
industry. They need to be conscious of the impact of these values on how they 
can use the different resources around them.  
 This is not an easy task. As discussed in the previous chapter, super-
diversity opens up new permutations of inequality and mobility. Inequality 
tends to get aggravated in the context of super-diversity—people and 
resources tend to be positioned in unpredictable ways that are usually different 
from what has been traditionally established. 
 Inequality is the asymmetrical distribution of power and resources that 
results in different forms of dominance (cf. Fairclough, 1989; Van Dijk, 1993; 
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Blommaert, 2005). It trickles down to how resources like languages are 
perceived and utilized in a given society. Because of this, individuals need to 
consistently find new ways to favorably position themselves in the 
unfavorable context of inequality. Hence, a critical analysis of linguistic 
phenomena should describe the different manifestations of inequality, as well 
as the possible means that individuals can use to contest them.  
 In this chapter, I discuss how tour guides fulfill their roles in the 
tourism industry by navigating around the unequal arrangement of resources 
and social structures. I do this by answering the following two questions. First, 
what are the resources that tour guides can use to counter the unequal 
distribution of such resources, and how can they access them? Second, what 
do these resources actually mean to them, and how do these meanings 
influence their mobility? Upon answering these questions, I will discuss how 
they use the available resources to negotiate their social positions vis-à-vis the 
tourists, how they traverse the different orders of indexicality (Blommaert, 
2010), and how they develop their voices by performing their identities.  
Access to Resources: Inequality, Repercussions, and Mobility 
 In the previous chapter, I discussed the relevance of the super-diversity 
of truncated repertoires that tour guides have, which is rooted in the 
differences of their social and linguistic backgrounds that are made even more 
unpredictable by globalization. I also pointed out how globalization further 
stratified the distribution of linguistic resources. This stratified distribution is 
due to many factors, such as family, which consequently determined their 
heritage language; education, which exposed them to English and Tagalog; 
migration, which situated them to new linguistic environments while giving 
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them opportunities to formally and informally acquire new languages; work 
experience, which exposed them to languages other than their heritage 
languages; and language training which allowed them to formally learn 
languages. The differences among the life stories and experiences of the tour 
guides also spelled out the differences in their linguistic repertoires. 
 This should be seen not just as a matter of difference, but also of 
inequality. Unequal social structures translate to unequal distribution of 
resources. The differences in the sheer number of languages and varieties in 
the repertoires of tour guides, as well as their varying degrees of competence 
prove this. 
The differences and inequality of tour guides’ social backgrounds and 
experiences influence their asymmetrical access to linguistic repertoires.
36
 For 
example, some tour guides are highly multilingual (e.g. Nieva knows four 
Philippine languages and two foreign languages) while some are restricted to 
just Tagalog and English (e.g. Johnny). Moreover, some less multilingual tour 
guides may have high competence in the repertoires that they have, as 
compared to their highly multilingual counterparts (e.g. Johnny only speaks 
English and Tagalog but his competence in those languages compensates for 
not knowing other languages). Some tour guides know a few languages and 
have varying competences in them (e.g. Albert). Unfortunately, there are also 
tour guides who know few languages and happen to have relatively lower 
competence in them (e.g. Sarah).  
36
 A summary of the linguistic repertoires of tour guides and their respective 
competences can be found in the previous chapter. 
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The differences in their access to linguistic repertoires denote 
differences in how they can utilize them as resources. On the one hand, 
Charles’ privileged background gave him opportunities to study in one of the 
leading schools in the Philippines, travel to many different countries, interact 
with proficient English speakers, and adequately practice English on a daily 
basis. On the other hand, Nieva’s lower middle class background did not 
provide her such opportunities, but exposed her to other opportunities which 
Charles did not have access to. Thus, we can say that the competitive 
advantage of Charles as a tour guide is his maximum competence in English, 
while Nieva’s is her high degree of multilingualism.  
In a profession where linguistic, communicative, and interpersonal 
skills receive high currency, such inequalities result in actual economic 
repercussions. Multilingual tour guides like Timmy and Beth end up being 
more marketable because they can handle non-English-speaking tour groups. 
While most of the other tour guides like Herbert, Sarah, and Cherry can only 
handle English-speaking groups, Timmy can also handle Korean-speaking and 
Japanese-speaking groups, while Beth can handle Russian-speaking groups. 
Beth’s salary as a tour guide is significantly higher than her colleagues who 
do not speak Russian. She is able to even negotiate for greater economic 
benefits, such as a fixed salary and free lodging because of the limited supply 
of Russian-speaking tour guides. Evidently, this already makes access to job 
opportunities highly unequal because of the tour guides' unequal linguistic 
repertoires. 
This can also disenfranchise tour guides who have limited access to 
resources, such as Norma. As she did not have any formal training in foreign 
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languages other than English, Norma becomes constrained in dealing with 
non-English speaking tour guides. Unlike Timmy who has access to several 
foreign languages, Norma has to either make gestures or draw in order to 
communicate with non-English speaking tourists. This struggle, due to her 
limited repertoires, has been pervasively difficult for her, and has even cost 
her many tourists, who ended up choosing other tour guides instead.  Hence, 
her lack of necessary linguistic repertoires significantly lessens her capacity to 
strategically position herself in the unequal linguistic market. 
The inequality does not only stop at the level of “languages.” It 
stretches even to variations within those languages. For instance, Johnny’s 
extensive access to, and metalingusitic awareness of, the varieties of English 
makes it easier for him to linguistically accommodate (Giles, et al., 1991) 
foreign tourists. He can adequately shift between different varieties and 
registers of English, which many of the other tour guides cannot do. These 
varieties can be deployed as resources through linguistic accommodation, 
which ensures comprehensibility. The following table summarizes Johnny’s 
own conceptualization of the varieties of English, which he learned from his 
years of experience as a tour guide.  
 
Table 5. Johnny’s varieties of English 







Emphasis on content 
morphemes and dropping 
of grammatical 
morphemes, like articles. 
“We eat now. Place Barbara’s” 
(Approximated standard form: 
“We are going to eat now. The 
place is called Barbara’s) 
37







simplification or the 
substitution of English 
phonemes with Tagalog 
phonemes. 
“[pɔl], be [kærpɔl], you might 
[pɔl] in [da] swimming [pɔl]” 
(Approximated standard form: 
“Paul, be careful, you might 
fall in the swimming pool.”  
“Moderate 
English” 
Use of “simple 
language” by avoiding 
“highfalutin words” and 
adopting a slower pace
39
 
Using “killing” instead of 
“execution” or “butchering” 
when talking to tourists from 




English; how he 
naturally speaks in 
English 
The variety he used during my 





of other varieties, like 
American or British 
lexical conventions 
Using “loo” with American 
tourists,
40
 “toilet” with Asian 
tourists, and “comfort room” 
with Filipino tourists 
 
While all tour guides speak English, tour guides like Johnny and 
Charles who have very high competence in English, oftentimes receive better 
commendations from their tour groups, which, in turn, provides them referrals 
for future tour groups. Moreover, they can also take up additional 
opportunities, such as training tour guides (in the case of Johnny), or charging 
higher fees (in the case of Charles).  
Two things can be observed here. First, unequal social structures, such 
as class, ethnic group, and personal experiences, result in the unequal 
distribution of linguistic resources among tour guides. Second, these unequal 
linguistic resources can be used by tour guides to reinforce or challenge the 
38
 This is based on the Tagalog word (borrowed from Spanish) “barrio,” 
which translates to “village” or “neighborhood,” normally with a rural 
connotation. 
39
 This is very similar to the notion of “foreign talk” (see Ferguson, 1975). 
40
 This is interesting because “loo” is traditionally viewed as a lexical item 
common in British English and not American English.  
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said unequal social structures. In other words, linguistic resources 
simultaneously reflect and affect social inequality.  
 It should be made clear that this does not mean that tour guides who 
have limited repertoires will always be disenfranchised; globalization presents 
new opportunities for them to cope with the intense competition in the 
industry. As tourism has become a priority industry of the Aquino 
administration (as discussed in the previous chapter), the government 
continues to provide language training to tour guides to make them more 
competitive. The national government, through the Technical Education and 
Skills Development Authority (TESDA) has already started providing such 
training. It has also urged the local government units to provide similar 
projects. For instance, the province of Aklan has already conducted a series of 




However, projects like these come with a big challenge when 
positioned in the purview of the world system. The economic realities of the 
Philippines as a peripheral nation in the global state of affairs imply financial 
constraints on the part of the government and of the tour guides themselves. 
Both Imelda and Johnny told me that the government has stopped giving free 
41
 The tourism officer of the province of Aklan told me about a workshop that 
her office organized for the tour guides of Aklan. The provincial government 
hired tour guides from Iloilo, a neighboring province. While this kind of 
cooperation was uncommon because provinces “compete” against each other 
due to the financial targets that the national government imposes on them, it is 
starting to become the norm now. This is due to the shift in the national focus 
to improving the tourism industry of the Philippines as a whole, and not just of 
individual destinations. This is partly because of the standardization and 
unification of the Philippine tourism strategy, as encapsulated by the “It’s 
More Fun in the Philippines” campaign by the Aquino administration. 
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language courses to tour guides because of financial constraints. As Imelda 
said, these courses are very expensive because they are not just like courses 
for other skills, like history lessons for tour guides: language learning is a long 
and continuous process. Moreover, the tour guides also need to have the time, 
interest, and money to take these courses.  
These challenges show that the burden to navigate around social 
inequalities is shared by different stakeholders—the tour guide, their 
immediate networks, their employers, and the government. Tour guides such 
as Timmy persist in studying more languages and improving what she already 
knows (e.g. she wants to learn more kanji even if her hiragana and katakana 
are already effective communicatively), by availing free online courses and 
informal tutorial from her Japanese friends. Johnny improvises his own 
teaching materials for aspiring tour guides, such as making them memorize 
speeches like My Last Farewell and The Gettysburg Address. Cherry attends 
free language courses by hotels in Boracay, no matter how basic they are, 
because she (rightly) believes that they are still useful. While seemingly 
minute efforts, these are promising attempts made by tour guides to further 
access repertoires and gain a competitive advantage over their peers. With a 
combination of personal effort from tour guides and significant institutional 
support, tour guides can be sufficiently mobile to strategically position 
themselves in the unequal linguistic market. 
Value of Linguistic Resources 
 In order to fulfill their roles of managing social relations and 
negotiating the global and local scales in the tourism industry, tour guides 
need more than access to linguistic repertoires—they also need to be 
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conscious of the values of these repertoires in order to utilize them effectively. 
They need to be able to reconcile what a particular linguistic resource means 
to them and to the industry as a whole. This is important because languages 
(and linguistic resources) and speech communities are ideological constructs 
(Eckert, 2004, p. 113; cf. Gal and Irvine, 1995). To understand how these 
ideological constructs are formed, we need to contextualize this in the 
linguistic market.  
The metaphor of the “linguistic market” (Bourdieu, 1977) is a good 
conduit for the understanding of the tourism industry. This is because it 
primarily looks at languages and other semiotic modes as resources which 
hold different values based on the ideologies of their users. To understand how 
a particular language variety shifts from being viewed as a form of linguistic 
capital (i.e. the role of the language variety in a given situation) to a cultural 
capital (i.e. how it reflects cultural and social histories and backgrounds of its 
speakers) and even to a symbolic capital (i.e. how it can index abstract values 
like prestige and power) is useful in this study. 
This is why it is important to adopt a framework that focuses on value. 
This allows us to map the specific functions of English (and other languages) 
in the field of tourism, and also to understand the discursive and ideological 
processes that surround the commodification of languages as economic 
resources. As Park and Wee (2012) argue: 
“Value is a good vantage point for our investigation…. As 
value not only conditions that way we think about English as 
an economic resource but also permeates all aspects of our 
everyday life, considering how we may think of the global 
spread of English in terms of non-linguistic aspects of our 
social life. Engaging with the notion of value is therefore not 
only a useful way of developing a framework for thinking 
about global English; it is also a way for language studies to 
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make a contribution to the broader field of social theory” (p. 
26, emphasis mine).   
 
This definition emphasizes that resources such as English have values 
other than economic ones; more importantly, it emphasizes that the values of 
resources should be situated in everyday life. Hence, it will be incorrect to 
simply assume that English will always be valuable to tour guides because of 
its economic value in the tourism industry. On the contrary, it is possible that 
it may be inutile in the daily lives of tour guides, which would significantly 
diminish its value. More than that, value is not a fixed or inherent attribute of 
resources; rather, it is continually negotiated by people who use them based 
on functional and spatio-temporal contexts.  
As Blommaert (2005) opines, “the fact is that functions performed by 
particular resources in one place can be altered in another place, and that in 
such instances the ‘value’ of these linguistic tools or skills is changed, often in 
unpredictable ways” (p. 72). Just like how all the tour guides in this study 
regard English as an important language, they also know that an unfettered 
dependence on it can backfire as well, like how locals may think that they are 
“arrogant” or “know-it-all” (in Cherry’s words), and how there are instances 
when kinesics are even more “universal” than English because it allows them 
to communicate with non-English-speaking tourists as well.  
Hence, I argue that we need to establish what these resources actually 
mean to the tour guides (Blommaert, 2005, p. 15) based on three issues: their 
utility in the industry, their competence or desire to be competent in them, and 
their emotional affinity to them. Moreover, I also look at their ideologies of 
linguistic ownership, which will be useful in the subsequent analysis of re-
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scaling. Unsurprisingly, the values of resources, just like the social position of 
the tour guides and their access to resources, are also unequal.  
Determining the values of languages is a prerequisite to the analysis  
of their conscious linguistic choices in their tour speeches. For example, it will 
be difficult to make sense of a tour guide’s decision to code-switch from 
Tagalog to Bisaya without understanding what these languages mean to 
him/her.  To do this, I analyze my interviews with and observations of the tour 
guides to determine the values of the four major language groups 
predominantly used in the tourism industry—Tagalog, other Philippine 




All the tour guides believe that Tagalog is a crucial language in their 
profession because it is the default lingua franca which they use to converse 
with Filipino tourists who do not speak their mother tongue. There seems to 
be a tacit consensus among all tour guides that Tagalog is the language that 
should be used in dealing with groups composed of Filipino tourists,  
especially since most of the local tourists who avail tour guide services are 
from Manila, which is a Tagalog-speaking region. Their “imagined 
community” (Anderson, 1983) of the Philippines as a country results in the 
particular choice of using Tagalog. The only recurrent exception is when the 
tourists are Cebuano—in which case, the tour guides will use English as a 
42
 Every time I use “Tagalog” in this study, I refer to a code that is 
predominantly Tagalog (grammatically and lexically) which may include 
code-switching to English, unless otherwise specified. No tour guide spoke in 
“pure” Tagalog in the tour recordings and interviews. This is consistent with 








In terms of competence, all tour guides do not seem to have a problem 
in accessing Tagalog, which is why it has become a convenient resource that 
they can use in communicating with Filipinos. As the national language of the 
Philippines, it is unsurprising that Filipinos have a high emotional affinity to 
Tagalog since it indexes national identity.  
Tagalog is a language that tour guides use in all domains of their social 
interaction—from their personal interactions with their friends and relatives 
up to their performances as tour guides. Since Tagalog receives a high value 
from the tour guides based on utility, competence, and affinity, it becomes 
easy for tour guides to claim Tagalog as their “own language.” Therefore, it 
can be said that Tagalog can be used to index many local functions. 
Other Philippine languages 
 Almost all tour guides speak another Philippine language other than 
Tagalog. For tour guides like Nieva (Ilonggo), Timmy (Cuyonon), Beth 
(Bisaya), Cherry (Ilonggo), and Norma (Bisaya), they acquired the non-
Tagalog language at home and consider it their language of inheritance, 
alongside Tagalog. On the other hand, some tour guides learned other 
Philippine languages by exposure from family and relatives (e.g. Albert 
learned some Bisaya from his parents but does not consider it his language of 
inheritance because his parents brought him up speaking Tagalog, and Nieva 
43
 This is because of the perceived resistance to and incompetence in Tagalog 
of Cebuanos due to longstanding issues on the national language policy. For 
more information on this “rivalry” between Tagalog and Cebuano, see 
Gonzalez (1991).  
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who learned some Ilocano from her Ilocano husband) or by moving to a 
different community which speaks that language (e.g. Nieva, Sarah, Albert, 
and Herbert picked up Cuyonon when they moved to Palawan). As such, tour 
guides have a great disparity in competence in and affinity to these languages. 
Tour guides like Nieva, Beth, and Cherry tend to have a very high affinity to 
these languages because they associate it with their personal heritage. Some 
tour guides like Herbert and Albert are the opposite, since they reduce these 
languages to merely their communicative purposes, without any connection to 
their heritage.  
 Despite these differences, all tour guides agree that these other 
Philippine languages generally have low utility in their profession, since 
almost all local tourists know Tagalog or English. While it is useful to have 
them, it is not necessarily a loss to not have them. As in the case of Tagalog, 
race-based assumptions of language ownership still seem to dominate the 
minds of the tour guides.  It seems that tour guides still subscribe to the 
ideology of a direct correspondence between their ethnicity as Filipinos and 
their supposed ownership of these Philippine languages, even for those who 
do not speak Philippine languages other than Tagalog. 
English 
All the tour guides have at least partial competence in English, which 
is closer to Tagalog and their other heritage languages (i.e. maximum 
competence) and farther from other foreign languages (i.e. minimal or 
recognizing competence). This is primarily because of their access and 
historical connection with English. As one of the two official languages of the 
Philippines, English is a language that is widely used in the country. As the 
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primary medium of instruction from primary school to university,
44
 all 
Filipinos who have undergone the educational system (which is the case for 
all the tour guides in this study) have had a daily exposure to English. 
Moreover, it is a language that is widely incorporated in almost all domains, 
from political discussions, to religious, and to pop culture.  
While the competence of tour guides in English seems to be 
straightforward, their affinity to it seems to be more complicated. Despite 
recognizing the utility of English as a “universal language” and the most 
important language in their industry due to its global reach, tour guides, 
nonetheless, have conflicting ideologies on English in terms of how they 
situate it in the domains of their everyday life and in the global-local 
continuum.  
While many of them feel that English has become part of their 
everyday language use, many still perceive it to be a foreign language. Even 
those with maximum competence in it, like Johnny and Herbert, explicitly 
dismiss the possibility of considering English part of their local repertoire. 
There are two major reasons for this: first is the race-based assumption that 
English is a foreign language because of its historical roots, and second is the 
nationalist (or nativist) assumption that Filipinos should only consider 
Philippine languages as part of their local repertoires. 
44
 This was the case before the implementation of the Mother Tongue-Based, 
Multilingual Education policy of the national government. This was discussed 
in the previous chapter.  
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Other Foreign Languages 
The tour guides consider other foreign languages as mere instruments 
to communicate with foreign tourists who do not speak English. The primary 
function of these languages to them is pragmatic by nature—they only need 
these foreign languages to strike basic conversations with the tourists, and 
hopefully, expand their clientele by catering to other linguistic groups. This is 
mostly because most of their clients understand English or Tagalog; if that 
were not the case, they can resort to “sign language.”45 Ironically, almost all 
tour guides expressed their interest in learning a foreign language if given a 
chance in order to have more clients.  
Both the competence in and affinity to other foreign languages of tour 
guides are significantly low. Almost all the tour guides only have recognizing 
to minimal competence in the foreign languages. All the tour guides do not 
have an affinity to these languages except for Beth, who completed her degree 
in Russia and who still works as a Russian-speaking tour guide, and Charles, 
who considers Spanish one of his heritage languages due to his family 
background. 
 These ideologies suggest that tour guides, with the exception of Beth 
and Charles, still view other foreign languages as valuable, albeit dispensable, 
resources in communicating with non-English-speaking tourists, which they 
45
 Many tour guides refer to “sign language” as a resource for communicating 
with tourists who do not speak English. By sign language, they mean using 
iconic gestures with tourists (e.g. holding imaginary cutlery and putting the 
hands near their lips to signal “restaurant”). This is different from the 
systematic “sign language” like the American Sign Language, which is 
normally discussed in linguistics.  
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do not claim as their own. Hence, foreign languages still seem to belong to the 
global scale. 
Fulfilling the Role of the Tour Guide: Mobility across Scales 
 At this point, I have already provided a description of the different 
forms of inequality that exist in the super-diverse tourism industry. I have also 
provided a summary of how tour guides value the linguistic resources around 
them. With these, I can now address the question that I posed at the beginning 
of this chapter: how do tour guides fulfill their roles in the tourism industry 
amidst all the inequality that globalization has reformulated?  
 To answer this, the mobility of the tour guides to traverse multiple 
scales by using the resources available to them with respect to the different 
orders of indexicality must be examined. Essentially, I argue that the process 
of fulfilling the tour guides’ responsibilities is a form of mobility, since it 
allows tour guides to carve out a strategic position for themselves in the 
unequal linguistic market. This affirms Blommaert’s (2010) definition of 
mobility as the reassignment of forms and functions of resources in their 
respective spatio-temporal contexts. He adds:   
“…the great challenge: it is the dislocation of language and 
language events from the fixed position in time and space 
attributed to them by a more traditional linguistics and 
sociolinguistics (the Saussurean synchrony) that will cause the 
paradigm shift we are currently witnessing to achieve success. 
It is the insertion of language in a spectrum of human action 
which is not defined purely in relation to temporal and spatial 
location, but in terms of temporal and spatial trajectories…” 
(p. 21, emphasis mine). 
 
 In other words, mobility happens when tour guides effectively 
navigate around the different scales of globalization by using, re-scaling, and 
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recontextualizing the resources around them, alongside their corresponding 
indexicalities, with respect to the values that they assign to them.  
Indexing Membership 
In any given tour group, there are many ingroups and outgroups. For 
example, tourists can have their own ingroup which the tour guide is 
considered an outsider. Additionally, the race of the tourists and the tour guide 
can also form an ingroup for themselves, such as an ingroup of Filipinos 
where foreigners are considered outsiders. Consequently, other social 
categories like sex, gender, travel experiences, and etc. can generate various 
ingroups and outgroups as well. As it is difficult to totally deconstruct these 
categories, tour guides need to be mobile enough to use their available 
resources to traverse the scales that the different groups have created. 
Tour guides need to ensure that all their guests will be able to 
understand their speeches. This becomes difficult when the tourists form a 
heterogeneous group of different linguistic repertoires and competences. Even 
if English can be used as a lingua franca, tour guides need to adopt different 
styles, even varieties, in order to ensure comprehensibility. Hence, tour guides 
need to be wary of the “audience design” (Bell, 1984) of their group. This is 
why tour guides need to use different strategies of linguistic accommodation 
(Giles, et al., 1991; Bell, 1984). 
As Johnny said, tour guides need to be “flexible” in “adapting” to the 
different competences of the tourists. He says: 
“So, when it comes to guiding, we speak moderate English that 
can be understood but sometimes there are things, there are 
English (sic) we can’t get. So we have to repeat it again. But 
anyhow, those are the American and the Australian and the 
British kinds. But when it comes to other nationalities, for 
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example, let’s take Asians—the Thailanders (sic). They are 
very difficult (sic) in grabbing your English. So the use of 
English here is the bottom line.” 
 
This perspective assumes that English is a concrete resource that can 
be tweaked based on the varying needs of the audience. It also shows how 
using English is not enough to be understood; rather, tour guides need to use a 
different kind of English—a “moderated” one.46 This “moderate” English can 
be characterized by slowing down the speaking pace, changing the 
pronunciation of words, use of “simple” lexicon (e.g. using “killing” instead 
of “execution,” dropping of grammatical morphemes like articles (e.g. “Place 
Barbara’s” instead of “The place is called Barbara’s”), and using simple 
tenses instead of perfect or progressive tenses (e.g. “We eat now.” instead of 
“We are going to eat now.”). 
This is a dominant practice among the tour guides. Cherry, for 
example, “simplifies” her English by speaking slowly and by intentionally 
changing pronunciations of words to make them sound similar to how they 
would be pronounced by tourists with low competence in English. For 
example, she pronounces “massage” as [maˈsaʤɪ] in order to approximate the 
Japanese way of pronouncing it.
47
 She thinks this is effective because tourists 
tend to respond to her more when she shifts her style to this. 
 Just like any other form of linguistic accommodation, one has to be 
careful in changing their styles because inappropriate style shift may lead to 
face-threatening acts (see Brown and Levinson, 1987; Watts, 2003). In 
46
 More examples can be seen in the table summarizing Johnny’s own notions 
of variants of English in the beginning of this chapter. 
47
 This was very common in Boracay. I heard many tour guides, massage 
therapists, hotel receptionists, and many others who work in the tourism 
industry say this frequently.  
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particular, tour guides generally dislike mimicking the accent of the tourists 
completely. Timmy describes attempts like this as “OA” (short form of 
“overacting,”48 which in this context, means “trying too hard”), while Herbert 
and Sarah say that it is completely unnecessary, bordering on being improper. 
Johnny told me a story about one tour guide who unintentionally offended a 
Chinese tourist group because he tried speaking in English with a Chinese 
accent. Johnny told him off by saying that “The Chinese can understand you, 
just be who you are… as long as you avoid highfalutin words and you speak 
in a moderate manner, they will understand.”  
This can also create face-threatening acts for the tour guide. Cherry 
once pronounced “massage” as [maˈsaʤɪ] to an American citizen of Chinese 
ethnicity and she felt “humiliated” because the tourist “judged” her. After that 
experience, Cherry became more careful with her style shifts. She avoids 
changing her style too much because she says that “the ones that is important 
to me (sic) [is] they can understand me. Nothing more, nothing less.” 
  In cases when there seems to be no problem with comprehension, the 
tour guides need not employ strategies of linguistic accommodation. 
However, they continue to use their resources to index membership across 
social groups by negotiating solidarity with the tourists. 
Solidarity implies an acceptable threshold for openness and intimacy 
between members of a group (cf. Giles, et al., 1991; Bell, 1984). The 
deliberate choice of tour guides to use Tagalog as the default lingua franca in 
communicating with tourists is based on the race-based assumption that 
48
 “Overacting” has additional meanings in Philippine English. It can 
practically refer to anything that is exaggerated, normally with the connotation 
of being pretentious, which may or may not necessarily be related to acting.  
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Filipinos speak Tagalog, and consequently, indexes solidarity with that group. 
Albert said that he uses Tagalog with Filipino tourists because “mas gets nila 
yung Tagalog ka kasi hindi sila naiiba… parang in ka, na kultura natin ito” 
(translation: “they understand Tagalog better because they are not different 
from you anyway… that you belong to the group, since this is our culture”). 
He also makes sure that he crosses between particular social nuances of the 
languages that he uses in his tour. This is an example: 
“…minsan, nababago ko yung condition ko ang sarili ko, 
napapaghalo ko ang English at Tagalog kasi tayo magagalang 
tayo, napapa-“po” pa nga ako minsan eh diba kasi minsan 
magagalang tayo. Pero usually, pag foreigner yan, direct 
talaga, di ka na gagamit ng mga “po” “po”. Minsan nga, 
[when talking to foreigners] ‘Hey Richard! Hey come on! Let’s 
go down there, straight ahead’… ganun mo siya [kausapin], 
unlike Pinoy na parang <changes intonation> ‘Ma’am, let’s 
go there’… medyo malambing ka eh.” 
 
(translation: “… sometimes, I unintentionally mix my English 
and Tagalog because we Filipinos are very respectful people. I 
sometimes slip into using ‘po’ out of respect. Usually, 
foreigners want you to talk to them in a direct way—for 
example, ‘Hey Richard! Hey come on! Let’s go down there, 
straight ahead’… that’s how you talk to them. However, for 
Filipinos, I would rather say <changes intonation> ‘Ma’am, 
let’s go there’… you become sweet and warm”)49 
 
From this excerpt, it is clear that Albert consciously indexes social 
identities (i.e. being “malambing”) using language. Foreign tourists may find 
his “malambing” way of speaking unexpected, while local tourists may find 
49
 “Malambing” has a wide range of meanings. It may mean, sweet, warm, 
caring, thoughtful, or even affectionate. Based on the context and my native 
speaker intuitions, I believe that the best translation for “malambing” in this 
instance is “sweet and warm,” although that does not preclude the possibility 
that Albert uses it in ways similar to the said possible meanings.  
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his direct and straightforward manner unexpected as well. This allows him to 
form solidarity with both the local and the foreign tourist at the same time.  
Albert also acknowledges that these groups are not fixed. Sometimes, 
there can be changes in his style based on class and gender. This shows that 
social positions can be reconfigured as well. He says that there are many 
instances when he served as tour guide to “very privileged people” (“talagang 
angat sa buhay”) who tend to talk to him in English. Albert finds this 
unexpected because he normally uses Tagalog when talking to Filipinos. 
Because of this, he feels pressured to talk to them in English as well even if 
the tourists do not request him to do so. Other tour guides like Cherry, 
Herbert, and Timmy share this sentiment with Albert.  In these instances, class 
seems to be a more powerful influence in the linguistic behavior of the tourist 
and the tour guide. The tour guide then has to change his style accordingly.  
Sometimes, even the sex (and gender) of the participants becomes a 
consideration as well, which can take precedence over race and class. Albert 
says that sometimes, rich male kids with whom he would expect to converse 
with in English (because of their class) would request that he talk to them in 
Tagalog, because they are “bugoy-bugoy” (translation: naughty and a bit 
crazy). The “bugoy-bugoy” description is also noteworthy because it seems to 
assign pejorative judgments on the “rich kids,” because they subvert what 
Albert expects of them based on their race and class. However, Albert still 
complies with their request in order to show solidarity with them. 
There are also instances when tour guides deem it necessary to use 
other Philippine languages in their tours to initially surprise the tourists, and 
eventually form solidarity with them. This is premised on the idea that tourists 
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have a set of expected languages from their tour guides. When tour guides 
violate this, they can be considered to be engaging in the act of crossing.  
Rampton (1995) describes crossing as the use of  languages or 
varieties that are not traditionally considered to be part of one’s linguistic 
repertoire. In this activity, “there is a distinct sense of movement across social 
or ethnic boundaries, [which] raises issues of social legitimacy and that 
participants need to negotiate…” (p. 280). It is a sophisticated form of 
stylization (cf. Coupland, 2007) and performance (cf. Pennycook, 2003) that 
allows individuals to contest their preexisting social categories. By using 
codes which are not traditionally associated with them, tour guides can form a 
personal connection with a particular group.  
 Nieva began her tour by greeting the tourists (all Filipinos except for 
one American who is married to a Filipino citizen, who has already picked up 
Tagalog) and giving out a briefing about the tour in Tagalog. She eventually 
shifts to other Philippine languages, which can be seen below:
50
 
Nieva [Tagalog]: “May Bisaya po pa sa grupong ito? 
(translation: Are there Bisaya people in this group?) 
 
Tourists [Tagalog]: Kami po!  
(translation: We are!) 
 
Nieva [Tagalog]: Ayun, sila Ma’am!  
(translation: Oh there, Ma’am and her friends!) 
Nieva [Bisaya]: Maayong gabii. Kamusta ‘mo?” 
(translation: Good evening. How are you?) 
 
Tourist [Bisaya]: “Ay bisaya ka, te? Ngano kamao ka mag-
Bisaya” 
50
 Unfortunately, this was inaudible in my audio recording due to technical 
errors. This transcript is a rough estimate of the conversation based on my 
field notes. I have minimal competence in Bisaya and recognizing/ minimal 
competence in Ilocano due to my family background—my mother is a native 
speaker of Bisaya and my father is a native speaker of Ilocano.  
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 (translation: Oh, you are Bisaya too? How do you know 
Bisaya?) 
 
Nieva [Bisaya]: “’Dili uy, gamay lang, Ma’am.” 
(translation: No, not really, Ma’am. Just a bit.) 
 
Nieva [Tagalog]: “Eh mga Ilokano naman po?”  
(translation: How about Ilocanos?) 
 
<tourists raise hands> 
 
Nieva [Ilocano]: “Naimbag nga rabii. Kumusta ka?” 
(translation: Good evening. How are you?) 
 
Tourists [Ilocano]: “Naglaing ni ate ah. Uray Ilocano 
ammom?” 
(translation: Ms Nieva is impressive! You also know Ilocano?) 
 
Nieva [Ilocano]: “Bassit lang. Ilocano gamin asawak ngem 
Ilonggo nak.” 
(translation: Kind of. My husband is Ilocano but I am Ilonggo.) 
 
The breadth of Nieva’s linguistic repertoires can be considered a 
resource for her to create solidarity with specific members of the group. She 
capitalizes on her minimal competence on Ilocano and her knowledge of basic 
Bisaya greetings to form a personal connection with the Ilocano and Bisaya 
tourists. These resources become her way of accessing membership within 
that subgroup of tourists. Given that tour guides are part of the tourism and 
hospitality industry, such solidarity with tourists can be deemed valuable. 
Moreover, Nieva believes that crossing fulfills more functions. She 
explained her motivations for crossing during the interview. 
“Kailangan mo rin minsan mag-Ilokano para makuha mo yung 
atensyon nila kasi minsan parang… parang boring siya [purely 
monolingual tours] diba? … Kailangan mong, pag alam mong 
Ilokano siya, kailangan minsan bumanggit ng isang word para 
mapansin ka nila <laughs> parang papansin ano? Kasi meron 
minsan inaantok na kasi pag ganun eh.” 
 
(translation: Sometimes, you need to use Ilocano to get their 
attention because [purely monolingual tours] can get boring, 
right? When you know that a particular tourist is Ilocano, you 
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need to mention at least a word so that they will notice you. 
<laughs> It’s like being an attention seeker, right? Well, it’s 
because sometimes, many feel sleepy during the tour. 
 
Being noticed and being able to get the attention of sleepy tourists may 
seem trivial, but in a profession that aims to inform and entertain at the same 
time, these are actually important. After all, the tour guides all say that most 
of the complaints that they received in the past are about their being “not 
interesting enough” or “being out of place or annoying during the tour itself.” 
Crossing allows tour guides to foster solidarity and create a positive 
impression on the tourists. 
 Quite surprisingly, there were some instances when tour guides 
unintentionally cross (or so they claim). Tour guides claim that accents may 
be “nakakahawa” (translation: contagious), which explains why they end up 
“napapagaya” (translation: imitating) or “adapting” the accents of their 
tourists. According to them, this is a result of prolonged interaction with the 
tourists. In this case, it seems that the boundaries of the ingroups and the 
outgroups are blurred. This is interesting because these are the same tour 
guides who claim to have an aversion towards imitating other accents. 
Unfortunately, I was not able to witness this during my observations. For what 
it is worth, this can still be considered a form of mobility. 
Indexing Difference 
 Instead of being constrained by the differences of their repertoires 
from the tourists, tour guides capitalize on this inequality by indexing their 
differences and authenticity. Because the tourist gaze always looks for 
difference, tour guides make linguistic choices to navigate around the global 
and local scales.  
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 One way of doing this is through humor. This is seen, for instance, 
through Charles’ noticeable change in accent by exaggerating typical 
phonological features of Philippine English when he invited tourists to sing 
the Philippine national anthem: 
“Gentlemen, hats (IPA: [hats]) off! Stand (IPA: [stand]) 
straight (IPA: [streɪt]). Hands over (IPA:[oʊbər]) heart. Face 
(IPA: [peɪs]) the (IPA: [da]) Filipino (IPA: [pilipinɔ]) flag 
(IPA: [plag]). And to the (IPA: [da]) Filipinos (IPA: 
[pilipinɔs]), you know the words and ah one two three 
and…”51  
 
 A similar example would be Johnny’s metalinguistic jokes about 
Philippine English. He also pokes fun at the typical Philippine English 
phonemes, as seen in this joke: 
 “You can tell a true Filipino by using the word “pol” four 
times in a sentence. And you know what it [sentence] is? “Paul 
(IPA: [pɔl]), be careful (IPA: [kerpɔl]), you might fall (IPA: 
[pɔl]) in the swimming pool (IPA: [pɔl]).”  
 
 
While these examples are “ludic” (Pennycook, 2007, p. 30) by nature, 
they are important strategies. Jokes like these contribute to the “tourist 
linguascape—a way of packaging the linguistic reality of the destination for 
unproblematic and enjoyable consumption of tourists, where language is no 
longer treated as primarily a means for instrumental communication, but as a 
symbol and index of otherness and difference” (Thurlow and Jaworski, 2010, 
p. 139, emphasis original). These jokes treat Philippine English not as a means 
of communication, but as a marker of the Philippine identity which is 
supposed to be consumed by the tourists. These can also be considered as 
51
 The stereotypical Philippine English phonemes are in boldface. Some of the 
common features of Philippine English phonetics are the substitution of [f] to 
[p], [v] to [b], [æ] to [a], and the interchanging of tense and lax vowels (in this 
case, [ɪ] to [i]). For more features, see Tayao (2004).  
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forms of metalinguistic commentary that highlight “social boundaries between 
‘self’ and ‘other,’ reinforcing similarities and differences…’ by expressing 
attitudes or judgments about particular language varieties or accents (p. 178).  
Like how “Barok English,” a local variety which generally has a 
pejorative value, can be ameliorated due to its communicative value when 
dealing with non-English speaking tourists, these metalinguistic jokes also 
carry economic functions. This is similar to Heller’s (2003) argument that 
languages (or varieties) previously regarded as unimportant can be 
commodified through the development of new forms of value depending on 
the changing social conditions brought about by globalization. 
These also illustrate Blommaert’s (2010) concept of re-scaling. 
Features of Philippine English, which used to be restricted to the local scale, 
are now being re-scaled to the global scale. In the past, these features were 
regarded as having no economic value because of their perceived inferiority to 
“Standard [Philippine] English.” In the context of the globalizing tourism 
industry, these features become economic resources that allow tour guides to 
traverse the local and the global scales. Their markedness as a local variety 
can be used to index difference and authenticity, which contribute to the 
linguascaping of the Philippines as a destination.  
Indexing Identity 
 Tour guides can also favorably position themselves in the unequal 
linguistic market by constructing identities for themselves. By traversing the 
scales of the social and the personal, tour guides can express their political 
stances and linguistic affiliations as a means of constructing identities. 
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 While the most convenient resource of tour guides would be their 
linguistic repertoires,  there are other semiotic resources that they also use to 
help them index identities and globalization. These resources, usually iconic 
by nature (cf. Irvine and Gal, 2000),  allow them to establish their presence to 
their observers, while simultaneously influencing them in some way 
(Goffman, 1969; Pennycook, 2003). 
 Charles consciously utilizes these resources in his performances. He 
uses a relatively uncommon strategy of using costumes and props in his tours 
in order to emphasize certain points. This can be seen in the following figures: 
 
Figure 12. Spanish Era     Figure 13. American Era   Figure 14. Japanese Era 
 
 
In Figure 12, Charles discusses the situation of the Philippines during 
the Spanish colonial era, while wearing a modern remake of the Barong 
Tagalog, the national costume of the Philippines, and a hat which is distinctly 
European in origin. When he transitions to the discussion of the American era 
(as seen in Figure 13), he replaced his hat with one that has the American flag 
on it, which is reminiscent of the iconic hat that the famous character Uncle 
Sam wears. In the last part of his tour (as seen in Figure 14), Charles talks 
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about the Japanese occupation of the Philippines, while noticeably taking off 
his Barong Tagalog, replacing his American hat with a military hat, and 
putting a tobacco pipe in his mouth. These are explicit cultural markers that 
Charles uses to reflect the different  periods of Philippine  history.  
 Charles, in doing so, is attempting to re-scale semiotic resources which 
are iconic of the global scale to the local scale of Philippine history and his 
actual tour. Re-scaling these resources allows him to also reappropriate 
(Bakhtin, 1981) these resources to suit his needs—in this case, to create a 
multimodal tourist experience and to form a legitimate voice that will enable 
him to eventually critique colonialism.  
 There were instances when the resources were being re-scaled 
simultaneously. This can be seen below: 
 
Figure 15. Charles and re-scaling 
 
 In this figure, Charles shows the tourists a picture of old Manila just 
before the Spanish-American war happened. This old Manila picture, 
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alongside the American flag that serves as his immediate backdrop, are props 
that Charles set up for this tour. The plaque of Jose Rizal’s Mi Ultimo Adios52 
behind Charles is a permanent fixture in Intramuros. By deliberately setting up 
his props in this particular location, Charles effectively re-scales these 
semiotic resources spatially and temporally. His use of props complements the 
permanently installed plaque of Rizal’s Mi Ultimo Adios. Charles effectively 
combines different indexical markers of Philippine history, and uses them to 
show movement across time and space. He capitalizes on the potency of 
visual imagery, and their consequent re-scaling, in conveying such semiotic 
meaning. The effectiveness of his tours made him popular even in 
cyberspace—Charles said that someone made an Internet meme of him with 
the caption “Time Travel: More Fun In The Philippines.”  
Charles also deliberately mobilizes different linguistic resources to 
incorporate his political views and activism in his tours. As a staunch critic of 
colonialism and the Catholic Church, Charles code-switches to Spanish when 
he wants to create a parody of the Catholic Church (which he consistently 
calls the “Catholic Taliban” in his tours). This is a good example of Bakhtin’s 
(1981) notions of heteroglossia and double voicing—in this case, Spanish 
indexes authenticity (i.e. Philippines during the Spanish era), and also serves 
as a marker of his criticism of that historical period. He also switches to an 
American-accented English when he wants to index the perceived stupidity of 
Americans (e.g. when he was discussing the failures of the government during 
52
 Jose Rizal is the national hero of the Philippines. Mi Ultimo Adios 
(translation: My Last Farewell) is one of his most famous poems. It is believed 
that he wrote this poem in Fort Santiago, a part of Intramuros, where he had 
been imprisoned before he was executed in 1896.  
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World War II). Finally, he switches to a heavily Philippine-accented English 
when he wants to criticize the attitudes and mindsets of Filipinos that he does 
not subscribe to (e.g. colonial mentality). On the one hand, these resources 
connect with each other as a “pastiche” of the richness of Philippine history 
and his tour performance. On the other hand, the resources add up to a big 
“parody” (see Jameson, 1984) of Philippine history, which is facilitated 
through language. 
 In doing so, Charles is able to re-scale global resources and re-
contextualize them to the spatio-temporal setting of his tour. This allows him 
to express his political views while he is performing as a tour guide. Spaces 
for self-expression, like this particular example, allow him to move around the 
unequal structure of the world system; hence, this can be considered a form of 
mobility. 
The linguistic choices of tour guides also allow them to reconcile their 
nationalist ideologies with the neoliberal and cosmopolitan nature of tourism. 
Tour guides do this by embracing Philippine English as their own variety, 
while dismissing other varieties, especially American varieties. The tour 
guides resist changing their accents to a more recognized variety even if it 
may be more easily understood by foreign tourists.  This can be shown in the 
following statement by Herbert: 
“[I use English] to be understood with the (sic) foreign tourists, 
but of course I prefer my own language, the Filipino (i.e. 
Tagalog) language. You have to be proud of your own dialect, 
of our own language, I mean… English is actually a universal 
language, so we actually have to learn English because it’s 
helpful when it comes to the job, especially in the tourism 
industry. So we really have to know how to speak English. So 
if you don’t know how to speak English and the other one (i.e. 
the tourist) speaks English, sometimes, it creates a barrier 
between you and the guest… But I can say that it’s just a 
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universal language. But I cannot say it’s a language that is to 
be treasured. We only have to learn speaking in the English 
language to make sure we can communicate with other people. 
Because we know it’s an international language, so we use 
that. But I will still not replace my own Filipino language with 
that.” 
 
Such a perspective shows the ideology of linguistic instrumentalism, 
where languages are valued as commodifiable resources—and in some cases, 
are devoid of cultural values (Wee, 2003; cf. Heller, 2003). By reducing 
English to its communicative and economic value, the tour guides get to 
accept English without discounting their nationalist ideologies that manifest 
their affinity to Tagalog and other Philippine languages. These seemingly 
mundane and everyday enactments of nationalism, or what Billig (1995) 
refers to as “banal nationalism,” seem to be consistent with, or even reaffirm, 
larger social phenomena of romanticizing the nationalist agenda through 
selective acceptance.  
This allows the tour guides to use the resources available to them to 
their own advantage, challenge the dominant ideologies of the world system 
that still values the American and British varieties, and consequently, create 
identities for themselves that position them favorably in the linguistic market.  
While these attempts cannot deconstruct the current structures of the world 
system (they probably cannot successfully do this given that the world system 
is a much bigger structure than them), they still allow tour guides to exercise 
their agency in moving around the different orders of indexicality of the 
tourism industry.  
121 
 
Banal Globalization, Super-diversity, and the Individual 
Super-diversity should not be viewed as the absolute deconstruction of 
traditional social structures and categories; it should be regarded as a 
reconfiguration, perhaps even re-imagination, of how these social structures 
and categories exist in a globalized setting. Globalization has not transformed 
the world to a global village, or a completely cosmopolitan world. The nation-
state remains a strong concept, and it now takes more implicit forms. The use 
of flags of the pub, the creation of Japaneseness of the restaurant, and the 
instrumental employment of pastiche and parody by Charles are good 
examples of how globalization processes continue to capitalize on the concept 
of a nation-state, which subsequently results in its reconfiguration.  
This study shows that super-diversity involves many banal enactments 
of nationalism and globalization through traditional semiotic  resources. The 
increasing degree of super-diversity in the tourism industry simultaneously 
reifies national and other social boundaries. Hence, super-diversity does not 
preclude linguistic and cultural fixity; it is a result of the consistent re-
imagination and reconfiguration of the said fixity.  
Voices Amidst Inequalities 
Inequality still remains pervasive in the world system. The economic 
and material conditions of the world system influence the possible mobility of 
tour guides. Inequality can be seen on different levels—from the value of 
languages, to the social positions of the tour guides that use those languages, 
to the status of communities where the linguistic market is situated in, and in 
the larger context of governments and international relations. The table below 
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situates the linguistic market of the Philippine tourism industry in 
Wallerstein’s (1974; 2004) core-periphery model:  
 
Table 6. Application of core-periphery model 
 Core Semi-Periphery Periphery 























































The table above illustrates the nuances of inequality in the context of a 
globalized tourism industry. The dynamics of the world system are realized 
and reproduced on a more local language through language. The larger socio-
economic macrostructures of the world system serve as a context of, and 
factor in, the configuration of power in the local setting of the community and 
the individual, as well as the value of languages as resources.  It also shows 
how the notions of “core,” “semi-periphery,” and “periphery” can be extended 
to a more localized level. By doing so, the notion of inequality can be better 
understood. Inequality should be approached in terms of its many different 
manifestations, instead of viewing it as an abstract and static concept. 
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The capitalist world system determines the economic value of 
resources in the tourism industry. In the Philippine tourism industry, English 
and Tagalog are at the core of the linguistic market because of their prestige. 
English is still perceived by the tour guides as the “universal language,” while 
Tagalog is valued as the national lingua franca and a source of pride, identity, 
and a sense of localness. Other Philippine languages are pushed to the 
periphery because of the low demand for them in the industry.  Other foreign 
languages like Russian and Korean which previously did not hold any value in 
the Philippine tourism industry, are now in the semi-periphery of the linguistic 
market, because of the globalization of Philippine tourism.  
People from higher social classes and those who have good 
competence of different linguistic resources have more spaces to assert their 
mobility, which those from lower classes and of limited linguistic repertoires 
find difficulty in doing so. As strategies like crossing, re-scaling, and style-
shifting are premised on access and competence, some tour guides can be 
more mobile than others. 
Immediate communities which can be considered super-diverse are at 
the core of indexicalities, while those which are not remain on the periphery.  
Since super-diversity implies an increased distribution of resources, 
communities like Boracay are positioned at the core of many possible semiotic 
resources, while places like Iloilo and other Philippine provinces are in the 
periphery of these orders of indexicalities.  
Lastly, the economic and socio-cultural capital of developed and 
globalized nations, which also happen to be the countries of people who have 
enough capital to travel across the world, are privileged with the power of 
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reconfiguring the linguistic market. Conversely, countries which lack the said 
capital have limited capacities to be mobile. 
This chapter discussed how the tour guides value and use different 
resources to negotiate a strategic position in the unequal linguistic market. As 
globalization continues to reconfigure the tourism industry, it also allows the 
tour guides to find new ways to form amicable social relationships with their 
tourists, while simultaneously creating identities for themselves. Hence, tour 
guides still have the agency to strategically deploy resources to achieve actual 
economic ends. As Rampton (1995; cf. Gal, 1988, p. 247) stresses, discursive 
strategies such as re-scaling and crossing are legitimate forms of voice and: 
“consciousness: how speakers respond symbolically to 
relations of domination between groups within the state, and 
how they understand their historic position and identity within 
a capitalist world system structured around dependency and 
unequal development” (p. 303).  
 
This chapter also shows how the linguistic market can be reconfigured 
by the tour guides. In a super-diverse setting, many conflicting ideologies, 
such as that of competence, affinity, and utility, may be inconsistent with one 
another. Moreover, their linguistic performances can also conflict with their 
ideologies. This chapter shows that a good way of analyzing those conflicts is 
to zoom in on the individual’s voice—what he actually does with his linguistic 
resources, what he thinks of them, and what he thinks they can do to the 
market. This is an approach that would allow us to analyze the linguistic 
market of a polycentric and super-diverse environment. Given that there is no 
central authority or source of norms in polycentric environments, these 
strategies of tour guides allow them to assert their mobility. While the world 
system cannot be easily deconstructed by agentive acts of individual tour 
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guides, these attempts at forming their voice can definitely be valued as 





Conclusions and Critical Reflections 
 
 In this study, I examined the impact of globalization on the linguistic 
market of the tourism industry. I started with the assumption that tourism is a 
semiotic activity that reflects the inequality of the world system, and I then 
illustrated how these inequalities can be contested by the tour guides in this 
study. By following the framework of the sociolinguistics of globalization, I 
identified the different scales where such contestation happens, and how 
individual attempts at mobility can reconfigure the structure of the linguistic 
market. These points can be re-grouped into two major points: first, what 
globalization does to the tourism industry; and second, what people actually 
do to strategically position themselves in the unequal world system. 
How Globalization Affects the Tourism Industry 
 The flows and movements of globalization affect the tourism industry 
on three major levels. First, globalization influences national policies by 
introducing new political and economic pressures on governments, such as the 
regionalization of ASEAN and the further internationalization of the tourism 
industry. While these changes are rooted in previous economic movements, 
these movements become reordered and restructured by globalization. Second, 
globalization affects the semiotic constructions of tourist destinations by 
setting new expectations of the tourist gaze, and by providing new resources 
that can be used in such constructions. These constructions involve the use of 
multimodal and semiotic resources which index the global and local scales of 
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globalization. Third, globalization influences the truncated repertoires of tour 
guides due to their personal experiences with different globalization processes. 
These resources, now arguably even more truncated than before, are a product 
of and a resource that can be used to globalization processes. 
 The creation of super-diverse tourist destinations entails the 
formulation of a greater number of structures of inequality. These may lead to 
tangible economic implications to the nation, community, and individual. The 
capitalist nature of the world system is reflected in the said globalization 
processes, and is transmitted to the Philippine tourism industry. This results in 
the differences of the perceived value of linguistic resources due to the 
differences of their perceived utility in the industry. However, inasmuch as 
these create new structures of inequality, they also create new possibilities of 
mobility. 
How People Position Themselves 
 This study departs from the view that the structure alone determines 
the configuration of the linguistic market, and follows the view that 
individuals attempt to come up with strategies to also shape the linguistic 
market, no matter how seemingly little these attempts may be.  
 While tour guides start with an unequal level of the playing field due to 
the asymmetrical distribution of linguistic repertoires in the world system, 
they can exploit opportunities to expand their linguistic repertoires and also 
maximize the utility of the said repertoires. Further, even though tour guides 
are in a difficult position in terms of reconciling the different scales of 
globalization, they can use a variety of linguistic resources to fulfil their 
responsibility of helping construct the tourist gaze and by ensuring that their 
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interactions with highly internationalized tour groups run effectively. Using 
different linguistic styles allows them to negotiate social groups and perform 
their identities, which helps them carve their own voices in the tourism 
experience. 
 Moreover, the different ideologies of tour guides can also reconfigure 
the linguistic market. By examining the value that they attach to different 
linguistic resources, the study argues that these ideologies of value and 
ownership help in reconfiguring the linguistic market. These imply that tour 
guides continue to have voices in the tourism industry, and show that these 
voices have a potential impact on the unequal world system.  
Limitations 
 While I believe that I have sufficiently answered the questions that I 
envisioned to answer in this study, I also acknowledge that this study has its 
limitations.  
 Firstly, the focus of this study is on how linguistic resources present 
possibilities of mobility. This needs to be positioned in relation to other 
resources and structures of globalization, such as the economic, political, and 
social constraints that the tour guides have to deal with. For example, there are 
traditional assumptions that still persist in the industry, such as the view that 
the native speaker has better proficiency in a language than someone who has 
picked it up as a second language. The manager of the diving center that I 
interviewed during my fieldwork revealed that their company still cling to 
these traditional race-based and nativeness-based assumptions on language 
proficiency; hence, they would rather assign a British or an Australian diving 
instructor to handle tours in English instead of an English-speaking Filipino 
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diving instructor. While this observation did not manifest in my data of the 
tour guiding industry, it is still important to take note of this because this is 
also part of the tourism industry. This means that even if the Filipino tour 
guides have equal access and competence in a language with their foreign 
counterparts, they may still be disenfranchised because of race or nativeness, 
which are social categories that are even harder to contest.  
 Moreover, I also acknowledge that there are other factors that may 
inhibit their mobility, such as the overall viability of the tour guiding industry. 
At the moment, the tour guiding industry still remains important in tourism. 
However, this may change as globalization continues to alter the discourses of 
tourism. The Internet proves to be a significant threat to this industry because 
of the “crowdsourced” informational materials that are available online, such 
as guidebooks and discussion forums. This may imply that linguistic resources 
may be insufficient in asserting their mobility.  
 However, the goal of this study is to not to present a unified framework 
for mobility, but to establish one possible framework for mobility—the 
sociolinguistic framework. I believe that even though this framework may not 
comprehensively account for the vast globalization of the tourism industry, it 
is still a useful tool that can be used in sociolinguistic investigations. 
 Secondly, I also acknowledge that this study is restricted to the 
fieldwork sites and the tour guides that I included in my data. Just like any 
ethnographic work, this study situates its findings in its respective context. As 
I do not wish to claim absolute representativeness or generalizability of this 
study, I remain optimistic that this study can show trends and patterns that 
may be parallel with other contexts.  
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  Finally, I also need to stress that I am limited by my own position as a 
researcher. The lens of interpretation that I used in this study is based on my 
own knowledge of linguistic theories, biases about notions of inequality and 
mobility, and social positioning in the ethnographic activity. Inasmuch as I 
tried my best to be a reflexive ethnographer, I also understand that this has its 
own limits. To a certain extent, I would argue that this may not necessarily be 
a bad thing because my own academic positioning is integral to the 
formulation of a critical approach to language after all; nevertheless, this is a 
limitation that should be acknowledged in this study. 
Recommendations 
 Given the limitations of this study, I believe that it will be worthwhile 
to conduct related studies on this field. It will be good to conduct comparative 
research, be it on other temporal (e.g. linguistic practices before vs. linguistic 
practices now) or spatial (e.g. Philippines vs. other countries) scales. Given 
that globalization takes shape differently based on context, it will be fruitful  
to find out if there are salient similarities and differences between these scales, 
what causes them, and how they can be possibly contested.  
 There are many aspects of tourism that I did not include in this study. 
My approach on the construction of place is rather limited, which is why I 
think it will be a good endeavour to extend them further (see Eckert, 2004; 
Johnstone, 2004; Scollon and Scollon, 2003 for parallel studies). More studies 
can also be done in the field of discourse analysis, such as of tourism materials 
(see Thurlow and Jaworski, 2010; 2003 for parallel studies). With the 
increasing support of the government for and the active involvement of 
citizens in the tourism industry, these discourses will even be more “on the 
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move.” These discourses are key in the “touristification” (Thurlow and 
Jaworski, 2010, p. 56) of tourist destinations.  
Theoretical Reflections 
 In this study, I emphasized the importance of responding to the 
diversity and mobility of linguistic resources. This affirms the thrust of the 
sociolinguistics of globalization—which is to understand how discourses can 
be messy and unpredictable, and to develop an approach that can 
comprehensively explain them. I argue that theoretical notions of “re-scaling,” 
“polycentricity,” and “orders of indexicality” need to be revisited every time 
they are employed in a study. Sociolinguistic research should avoid the 
tendency to view these concepts based on their traditional scalar associations, 
which puts too much emphasis on the macrostructures of globalization. I echo 
Blommaert’s (2010) cautious reminder of considering the role of the 
individual in the linguistic situation. In this study, I showed how the 
individual’s voice, through their language ideologies of value and ownership, 
can potentially change how we view the abovementioned sociolinguistic 
concepts. While it is convenient to resort to structure in assigning functions to 
linguistic resources (e.g. English is a global resource in the Philippine tourism 
industry because it is a foreign language reminiscent of a colonial past), we 
should also consider how the voices of individuals can change these functions 
(e.g. English can be a local language to some tour guides because of their 
ideologies on language ownership; hence, the extent of its re-scaling may not 
be as compelling). This is not to say that the voices are more important than 
the structure of the world system—this just means that sociolinguistics should 
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always strike a balance between the two, and to always find the middle ground 
between what appears to be contrastive systems.  
 I also believe that this study has implications to the investigation of the 
trajectories of languages in the tourism industry. There is a need to go beyond 
traditional notions on linguistic resources, such as their historical past with the 
fieldwork site at hand, and to focus on their relevance in the current world 
system. In this study, for example, I showed how English can be 
simultaneously treated as a language that contributes to the 
disenfranchisement of the tour guides, and embraced as a resource for mobility 
for the said tour guides. While it is still too early to predict what trajectories 
these different languages can take, such as whether English will be decentered 
or recentered (see Toolan, 1997) or whether foreign languages will continue to 
be centered, the study provides space for the reasonable hypothesizing of what 
can possibly happen in the future. As the study illustrates the effects of super-
diversity and polycentricity on the linguistic market, it can also open up new 
ways of looking at the trajectories of languages. 
 Moreover, I believe that this study interrogates what the “critical” 
analysis of language really entails. Admittedly, it takes an optimistic stance on 
the impact of globalization on the Philippine tourism industry. This does not 
necessarily discount the criticalness of the study given that it still argues that 
mobility is influenced by the unequal world system. The study reminds us that 
criticalness always comes with caveats, and these caveats are important in 
order to come up with sound sociolinguistic findings. 
 Finally, this study has implications on critical and reflexive 
ethnography. I entered the field as a researcher who wanted to observe the 
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tourism industry as an academic pursuit. However, the tour guides did not just 
see me as a researcher—they saw me as a member of the global elite who can 
potentially help them in voicing out their concerns. While I made the goals of 
my study clear to them, some of them still hoped that my findings will 
instigate a slight change in their everyday lives. More than that, some of them 
considered me a friend even for the short time that I was at my fieldwork sites. 
Despite my clarifications that I am just a graduate student who aims to write a 
study, and that I am in no position to actually help them beyond the level of 
academic discourse, they remained hopeful that my social position will allow 
me to do more than that. They invited me to their houses; they introduced me 
to their families; they welcomed me not just as a researcher, but as someone 
who can possibly make their lives better, albeit in very simple ways. 
 This made me reflect on what a critical analysis of language really 
means. While my conversations with government officials became a way for 
me to voice out the concerns of the tour guides, I recognize that it is highly 
likely that these will just remain as they are—conversations that do not really 
do anything concrete.  
 I believe that this state of affairs calls for a reflection of what research 
is really for. If we agree that the sociolinguistics of globalization  should be 
about the sociolinguistics of mobility, perhaps it is just right that we also 
reflect on our roles as researchers in the actualization of such mobility. This 
study served as my first analytical exposure to the pervasive inequality in the 
tourism industry, and how difficult it is to assert the individual’s mobility. 
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Appendix: Interview Guide 
Background 
1. How long have you been working as tour guide? 
2. How long have you been working with your current company? 
3. How do you find your job as a tour guide?  
About the “Script” 
1. How were you trained to be a tour guide by your company? Do you 
have a script that you had to memorise?  
2. Do you customise the “script” for every interaction with tourists? 
3. If yes: 
a. What are the considerations that you keep in mind when 
customising or personalising the “script”? 
i. Do you try to customise it to accommodate the tourism 
campaign of the Department of Tourism? 
ii. Do you customise it just based on your personal 
preference? 
b. How do you actually customise or personalise the “script”? 
c. How often do you customise or personalise the “script”? 
d. To what extent do you rely on the tourists in customising the 
“script”?  
e. What are the difficulties that you encounter in delivering and/or 
customising the “script”? 
4. If no: 
a. Why not? Is this not allowed by the company? 
b. Why do you choose to just stick to one style? 
